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(1)

HEARING ON FEE DEMONSTRATION
PROGRAMS—SUCCESSES AND FAILURES

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 26, 1998

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SUBCOMMITTEE ON NA-
TIONAL PARKS AND PUBLIC LANDS, COMMITTEE ON RE-
SOURCES, Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room
132, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. James V. Hansen
(chairman of the Subcommittee) presiding.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES V. HANSEN, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF UTAH

Mr. HANSEN. [presiding] I’ve scheduled this hearing today to con-
tinue the longstanding involvement of the members of this Sub-
committee in examining the issues of recreation fees on Federal
lands.

As many of you are aware, this Subcommittee held several hear-
ings on recreation fee proposals during the first session of the 10th
Congress. Several members of the Subcommittee and several of the
witnesses today will have fond memories of our discussion during
1995. However, today we will review the successes and failures of
the recreational fee demonstration program that the Congress au-
thorized in the Omnibus Consolidation Rescissions Act of 1996 and
amended in subsequent legislation during fiscal year 1997 and fis-
cal year 1998.

Currently, this recreational fee demonstration program author-
izes the National Park Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and
Bureau of Land Management, and the Forest Service to establish
fee collection programs at up to 100 sites for each agency. The fee
demonstration program allows these agencies to retain 80 percent
of the fee at the collecting unit, and the remaining 20 percent is
available to the collecting agency at management discretion.

The agencies are collecting a variety of entrance and user fees to
test the feasibility of user-generated cost recovery for operation and
maintenance costs, and to address the backlog repair and mainte-
nance of infrastructure. The fees are also being used for interpreta-
tion, facility enhancement, and resource management projects.
However, I am concerned that some fees are being spent on items
that do not fit within these areas.

I am pleased to note that, generally, public awareness and ac-
ceptance of the fee demonstration program has been positive. I
have long held the view that if the fees are fair and reasonable,
and the funds are retained at the site to enhance the visitor experi-
ence, that the American public will support a fee program. How-
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ever, we will hear testimony today that will show that not all of
the public is totally convinced of the rationale for charging cost-re-
covery fees on the public lands.

This hearing will serve to provide necessary information for this
Subcommittee to consider legislation that would provide permanent
authorization for the recreational fee demonstration program under
the Land and Water Conservation Act of 1965. I believe that the
recreational fee program is the most fair and realistic way to ad-
dress the backlog problems of the Federal land used by the Amer-
ican people. I fully realize there’s some problems with the current
recreation fee program; however, this hearing will help us to make
decisions that will correct these deficiencies, explain this program
to the public, and enhance outdoor recreation experiences for every-
one. I look forward to the testimony we will receive today, and ap-
preciate the efforts of all of you to be present and express your
views on this important program.

I hope you folks realize there’s a dozen hearings going on all over
the Hill, most of them on CIA and Iraq and things such as that,
so it’s, I don’t know why, but anyway you will see members dribble
in and out, and I apologize that not everyone’s here right now, but
I’ve been assured that many will come. Normally, at usual congres-
sional time, which is twenty minutes after we start.

With that in mind, I am very happy to recognize, I’d recognize
the gentlelady, but I don’t know if she wants to be recognized right
now. I’ll then turn to—see, I told you they’d all start coming. We’ll
start then with the Honorable Wally Herger, the gentleman from
California who works so diligently on these programs. It’s always
a pleasure to have you, Mr. Herger. We’ll turn the time to you, sir.

STATEMENT OF HON. WALLY HERGER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. HERGER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and I do ap-
preciate the opportunity to speak today regarding the fee dem-
onstration program currently being implemented by our National
Park Service and our United States Forest Service. I represent all
or part of nine national forests, and one national park, and one na-
tional recreation area. The fee demonstration program is severely
impacting the people of my district. I am strongly opposed to any
extension or continuation of this program for three main reasons.

First, this program is another unnecessary tax on families who
are already overburdened by taxes. Second, the fee program places
additional burden on recreational access and as a result is highly
detrimental to local economies, such as mine in Northern Cali-
fornia, which are dependent on tourism and recreation. And third,
this fee program only perpetuates misuse of existing funding and
natural resources by land management agencies.

First issue of the tax burden. In 1997, Federal, State, and local
taxes combined are projected to claim 38.2 percent of the median
income of two-earner families—up from 37.3 percent in 1996. This
means families are now taxed at a level higher than any other time
in our Nation’s history, excluding the years of 1944 and 1945, dur-
ing World War II. Imposing an additional tax burden in the form
of fees on the already overburdened American family is considered
unconscionable.
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One unintended and unfortunate result of this tax is that the av-
erage American family may no longer be able to afford a visit to
our national parks and forests. Families who once simply drove
through these areas now have an added financial burden. The im-
pact of fewer citizens visiting our National parks and forests would
negatively impact local economies. Imposing fees is not the answer.

At the heart of this issues are Federal agencies that have mis-
managed their funding. These agencies claim significant backlogs
in maintenance and upkeep for basic services, while continuing to
receive annual appropriations that are not adequately accounted
for. For example, according to a report by the General Accounting
Office and the Department of Interior’s Inspector General, the Na-
tional Park Service lacks (1) necessary financial and program data
on its operations; (2) adequate internal controls on how its funds
are spent; and (3) that the agency lacks performance measures on
what is being accomplished with the money being spent.

Mr. Chairman, our Nation’s recreational needs will not be met by
throwing more money into the Federal Government’s insatiable
hands. Before we give the National Park Service or the United
States Forest Service a permanent, revenue-generating program
such as the fee demonstration program, we should require a proper
accounting for the resources already at their disposal.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, from my firsthand experience, this
program is not working. There has been a substantial amount of
animosity generated by local communities who have had to deal
with implementation of this program. This ill-conceived program
needs to be discontinued. Again, I want to thank the Subcommittee
for hearing my testimony, and I request that when this Sub-
committee takes up any action on this issue, it will consider the
negative impact suffered by local communities such as mine. Thank
you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Herger follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. WALLY HERGER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee, I would like to thank you for the
opportunity to speak today regarding the fee demonstration program currently being
implemented by our National Park Service and our United States Forest Service.
I represent all or part of nine national forests, one national park, and one national
recreation area. The fee demonstration program is severely impacting the people of
my district. I am strongly opposed to any extension or continuation of this program
for three main reasons: first this program is another, unnecessary tax on families
who are already over-burdened by taxes; second the fee program places additional
burdens on recreational access and as a result is highly detrimental to local econo-
mies, such as mine in northern California, which are dependent on tourism and
recreation; and third, this fee program only perpetuates misuse of existing funding
and natural resources by land management agencies.

First the issue of the tax burden. In 1997 Federal, state and local taxes combined
are projected to claim 38.2 percent of the median income two-earner family, up from
37.3 percent in 1996. This means families are now taxed at a level higher than any
other time in our history, excluding the years of 1944 and 1945 during World War
II. Imposing an additional tax burden in the form of fees on the already overbur-
dened American family is considered unconscionable. One unintended and unfortu-
nate result of this tax is that the average American family may no longer be able
to afford a visit to our national parks and forests. Families who once simply drove
through these areas, now have an added financial burden. The impact of fewer citi-
zens visiting our national parks and forests would negatively impact local econo-
mies.
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Imposing fees is not the answer. At the heart of this issue are Federal agencies
that have mismanaged their funding. These agencies claim significant backlogs in
maintenance and upkeep for basic services while continuing to receive annual ap-
propriations that are not adequately accounted for. For example, according to a re-
port by the General Accounting Office and the Department of the Interior’s Inspec-
tor General, the National Park Service lacks: 1. necessary financial and program
data on its operations; 2. adequate internal controls on how its funds are spent; and
3. that the agency lacks performance measures on what is being accomplished with
the money being spent.

Mr. Chairman, our nation’s recreational needs will not be met by throwing more
money into the Federal Government’s insatiable hands. Before we give the National
Park Service or the United States Forest Service a permanent revenue generating
program such as the fee demonstration program we should require a proper ac-
counting for the resources already at their disposal.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, from my first hand experience this program is not
working. There has been a substantial amount of animosity generated by local com-
munities who have had to deal with implementation of this program. This ill con-
ceived program needs to be discontinued. Again I want to thank the Subcommittee
for hearing my testimony and I request that when this Subcommittee takes up any
action on this issue it will consider the negative impact suffered by local commu-
nities. Thank you.

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you, Mr. Herger. We appreciate you being
with us, and if you stay with us just a minute, we may have some
questions for you.

Let me state that we’re very pleased to have Ralph Regula, the
chairman of the Appropriations Committee of Interior with us. It’s
always a pleasure to have Ralph with us. We work very closely on
matters pertaining to public lands, Interior issues. I’ll turn to Mr.
Regula for any statement he may have.

STATEMENT OF HON. RALPH REGULA, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OHIO

Mr. REGULA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I don’t have a formal
statement, but I want to re-emphasize what Congressman Wally
Herger said about accountability, and we’ve built that into the pilot
programs. Accountability for the money that’s collected and ac-
countability for the management. This was instituted as part of our
Appropriations Committee, as a demonstration as to what could be
done. Not all units are using the fee program, but I will say that
in talking with people that have both experienced paying the rel-
atively small fees, as well as the superintendents and managers of
our recreation systems in the parks, forests, and Fish and Wildlife
Service, and BLM, that I get very positive reaction. A little footnote
to it is that they find that vandalism is down, lessened because
people, when they pay a little bit, have a stake in the facility. Visi-
tation is up, so I don’t believe people are being restricted in usage.

I know that the parks have worked out an arrangement for local
folks that are in and out for various reasons, working there, or de-
livering materials, that they don’t pay, they get a sticker. This is
a pilot, or an experimental program, and the effort is being made
to get the bugs out of it and make it work well. And we’ve made
it clear in the appropriations process that we don’t see this as a
substitute for annual appropriations, but rather as a supplement to
deal with the maintenance backlog. For example, I believe in Yel-
lowstone, they’re going to use some of their money to replace the
sewer system, along with what we appropriate, to enhance the vis-
itor experience by doing things that they normally couldn’t do. And
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there is a high level of enthusiasm on the part of the managers,
simply because of what they are able to do.

As I say, it’s not a substitute for the appropriations process, and
I think that the way it’s being worked in the various parks and for-
ests now demonstrates that there is merit to a program of this
type. I commend you, Mr. Chairman, for having a hearing and
looking at this program and the pluses and minuses of what we’ve
experienced in the past 2 years under the program to see what
should be done, if anything, on a permanent basis. Because I think
it does have a potential for giving people a sense of participation
in the park responsibilities, as well as providing some additional
funds to substantially enhance the visitor experience. And I believe
there are a lot of pluses to it based on my conversations with peo-
ple as I visit parks, and with the superintendents or the managers.
There’s a pretty positive reaction, all up and down the line. And
I’m as interested in your comments, Mr. Herger. I think probably
some of those concerns would be addressed in permanent legisla-
tion. And I thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Regula follows:]
The Hon. Ralph Regula,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Interior

and Related Agencies,
Committee on Appropriations,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN:
On behalf of the Departments of the Interior and Agriculture, we express our ap-

preciation for the opportunity to improve our recreation resources through the Rec-
reational Fee Demonstration Program authorized by section 315 of the fiscal year
1996 Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act. Attached is a joint progress
report on the status of the program, submitted by the Departments of the Interior
and Agriculture on behalf of the National Park Service, Fish and Wildlife Service,
Bureau of Land Management, and Forest Service. This report summarizes the most
recent information on visitation, revenues, and management issues that have arisen
during initial implementation of the Recreational Fee Demonstration Program.

We are pleased to inform you that visitor response to the new fees has been gen-
erally positive. We increased revenues substantially during the first year, and began
the long process of reducing our maintenance backlogs. The program represents a
significant step toward improving visitor services and facilities for those who recre-
ate on public lands.

The agencies agree that long-term implementation of this effort is desirable. We
will work with Congress to design a program that builds upon our positive experi-
ence in implementing the demonstration effort. Such a program should provide flexi-
bility for designing fees tailored to specific situations, embody strong incentives for
agencies to collect recreation fees, and provide assurance to the public that a major-
ity of revenues raised will benefit the site where fees are collected. To that end, we
will be pleased to submit draft legislation during the coming year and to work close-
ly with your staff. However, we do believe that permanent authority should not take
effect until after the current temporary authority expires at the end of fiscal year
1999.

A similar letter is being sent to Sidney R. Yates, Ranking Minority Member, Sub-
committee on Interior and Related Agencies, Committee on Appropriations, House
of Representatives, the Honorable Slade Gorton, Chairman, Subcommittee on Inte-
rior and Related Agencies, Committee on Appropriations, U.S. Senate, and the Hon-
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orable Robert C. Byrd, Ranking Minority Member, Subcommittee on Interior and
Related Agencies, Committee on Appropriations, U.S. Senate.

Sincerely,
JOHN BERRY,

Assistant Secretary,
Policy, Management and Budget

Department of the Interior
JAMES LYONS,

Under Secretary for Natural Resources
and Environment,

Department of Agriculture

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you, Mr. Regula. Ms. Smith, do you have
any statements or comments to Mr. Herger?

Mrs. LINDA SMITH OF WASHINGTON. To begin with, I’ve got two
different groups. We have people who live close to the sites who
have used those properties for many, many years for picking ber-
ries, for hiking around the Mt. Saint Helens site, which was obvi-
ously a volcano and now restored. And so we’re not finding a lot
of complaint, except for some of the families’ having to pay 20 more
dollars a year per member, and we are in an area of very large
families, and a lot of stay-home moms. And it is very difficult. It
appears that if we could have something for those closer. It is not
just those distributing things into the site. It’s those that live
across the street. It’s like you have to, where you used to go play
and climb and hike, now you’re charged. That’s pretty steep for
them—not for all families, but it certainly is for a significant num-
ber. And if we could find some way to get the Park Service to do
something with the families that are real close, that would prob-
ably satisfy most of the complaints that I’m getting. Because I’m
only getting them from those people. So if the Chairman could con-
sider that, and possibly—both chairmen.

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you. Mr. Vento? Mr. DeFazio?
Mr. DEFAZIO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Herger, I’ll address

the question to you and then have a comment. You know, this leg-
islation was authorized by the 19, well first we had the Consoli-
dated Rescissions and Appropriations Act of 1996, Public Law 104–
134. How would you vote on that?

Mr. HERGER. Well, my understanding——
Mr. DEFAZIO. Well, did you vote for or against the bill? I’m just

curious.
Mr. HERGER. This was part of a large bill.
Mr. DEFAZIO. Right, but——
Mr. HERGER. Of which I voted for.
Mr. DEFAZIO. So you voted for the bill, but you were against this

part of it.
Mr. HERGER. That’s correct.
Mr. DEFAZIO. Correct, OK.
Mr. HERGER. And my experience has been one that’s been very

much in the same line of Mrs. Smith.
Mr. DEFAZIO. All right.
Mr. HERGER. Except I could put many exclamation marks. The

local people, I can tell you, are incensed with this. I have probably
had as many complaints on this one issue than I’ve had of anything
I can recall in the 11 years I’ve been representing the area. And
I would hope that at least we could look at——

Mr. DEFAZIO. OK——
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Mr. HERGER. [continuing] as Mrs. Smith mentioned, doing some-
thing for the locals.

Mr. DEFAZIO. If I, if Mr. Herger, if I could——
Mr. HERGER. Yes.
Mr. DEFAZIO. [continuing] if I could reclaim my time, because

I’ve got limited time. And then we had the 1998 Interior Appropria-
tions Act, which extended it. Do you recall how you voted on that?

Mr. HERGER. Mr. DeFazio, all of these bills——
Mr. DEFAZIO. Well, but I mean, did you vote for that too?
Mr. HERGER. I——
Mr. DEFAZIO. OK, I voted it against it, you voted—OK. If I could

reclaim my time—I have introduced legislation to repeal this and
replace it with a modest charge on those who deplete minerals from
Federal lands, a royalty charge, which is charged by all other own-
ers of lands. Are you a co-sponsor of my bill to repeal it and replace
this legislation with another form of fee?

Mr. HERGER. I believe I’d be very opposed to the latter——
Mr. DEFAZIO. OK, all right, well, Mr. Herger, I would suggest

that, you know, you voted for it twice, even though it was part of
other legislation. There is one bill pending to repeal it, which is
mine, and you’re not a sponsor of it. I guess I’m looking for a little
consistency here. I, you know, I’m opposed. I heard, with great in-
terest, that the chairman of the Appropriations Committee talked
about reductions in vandalism. Actually, we have a totally new
form of vandalism in my district, which is very significant removal
and vandalism of the signs for the fee areas. It’s a new kind of van-
dalism.

[Laughter.]
Mr. DEFAZIO. So, I haven’t had the experience of reductions in

vandalism. You know, the kind of complaints I get are similar to
those that Mrs. Smith has received, and you have received, people
particularly who live in or adjacent to the forests.

There was a precedent established in Oregon which may address
their concerns and the Chairman may need to take this into ac-
count. In the Federal District Court in Oregon, you know, this
doesn’t just apply to parks. It applies to forests, you know; appar-
ently, I don’t know if there are any BLM lands doing it yet. It ap-
plies to beaches in Oregon, and some surfers who wanted to access
a beach in Oregon on the other side of the Dunes National Recre-
ation Area were ticketed for not having paid these fees, where they
had no intention of using the trails. They just wanted to access the
beach and surf, as they had done traditionally. They won in court.
And it was found that they could not be ticketed or charged for
that use.

I’m not exactly certain of all the principles in that case, but I
think that may undermine this fee program in a number of areas,
and I think that the Committee ought to be looking for other, and
more fair, alternatives to this tax on individuals. It flies in the face
of most of the things I’ve heard from the majority on the Repub-
lican Contract. I mean, this is a tax on individuals who want to use
public lands and, you know, I, and it’s, it is inconvenient for people
who live in those areas. It is burdensome for people of low incomes
that live in those rural areas. It’s even, I’ve experienced it as a
pain in the butt because I bought a sticker. I put it on one car. But
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then I went backpacking and I took a different car, and I forgot,
and I got all the way there, and then I had to drive back out again,
find a place to buy one, slap it on my other car, and drive back in
again. And I know that other people have had that, have had that
happen.

I think this is something that should come out of general funds
or some other source, and not through this program. And the rea-
son we haven’t had too many complaints, also, is that it hasn’t
been enforced. Wait until this year, when the Forest Service starts
ticketing people for money, instead of courtesy tickets, if you want
to see a firestorm of protest, and/or vandalism, and/or antagonism
toward the government and Federal employees. Last year, people
just got courtesy tickets saying you should have a ticket. But this
year they’re going to get tickets for real, and it’s going to be a very
unpleasant experience for the Forest Service employees in my dis-
trict who are issuing those tickets. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. HANSEN. The gentlemen from California, Mr. Gallegly. Do
you have comments for Mr. Herger, or an opening statement?

Mr. GALLEGLY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. And it’s al-
ways a pleasure to have Wally here. Wally and I have been friends
for a long time. In fact we were classmates in the 100th Congress
together, and we’ve been through a lot of battles and wars together.
I think that the comments relative to those that live in the prox-
imity certainly deserve a lot of consideration. I think Linda Smith
was right on point. However, I would say that for those who are
driving their $100,000 mobile homes that go across the country,
and go into a park a thousand miles from home, or 1,500 miles
from home, to say they can’t afford five dollars to help maintain
the, the integrity of the public land, I think is a little bit disingen-
uous. But I do think that collectively we can work on this issue.
But those that are immediately living in the area, I do think that
we need to address that issue a little bit. But going across the
country, I’m sorry. And I do appreciate the comments of Wally and
look forward to working with him on this issue as well as many
others.

Mr. HERGER. Thank you.
Mr. HANSEN. The gentlemen from Nevada has no opening state-

ment. We’ll appreciate the gentleman——
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, let me just comment if I could. I

know you want to get going, and I’ll just be brief.
Mr. HANSEN. The gentleman from Minnesota is recognized.
Mr. VENTO. [continuing] I wanted to be certain that Mr.

DeFazio—Mr. Herger, I didn’t see your statement in my file here,
but I assume the concern was about Mt. Saint Helens?

Mr. HERGER. No, that wasn’t——
Mr. VENTO. Well, that was——
Mr. GALLEGLY. That’s a bit north of——
Mr. VENTO. OK, what is the, what was the unit that you were

concerned about?
Mr. HERGER. Well, I——
Mr. VENTO. Was there a specific unit? Was it a Forest Service

unit or a Park Service unit? Mt. Saint Helen, of course, was a, is
a Forest Service unit.
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Mr. HERGER. We have nine national forests within our district—
the specific, where the strongest concerns have been around Mt.
Shasta.

Mr. VENTO. Does it concern user fees, or does it concern entrance
fees?

Mr. HERGER. It would be, I assume that would be, entrance fees.
Mr. VENTO. I assume it’s user fees.
Mr. HERGER. They’re fees that are paid at such time as they

enter the park.
Mr. VENTO. Well, is it for a camping reservation, or what is the

purpose of it? I mean, because——
Mr. HERGER. It’s anything they do utilizing the water at, for ex-

ample, Lake Shasta——
Mr. VENTO. Well, I don’t want to—I mean the concern is, I think,

that we’ve always had, the Forest Service has had, historically, au-
thority for user fees as well as the Park Service. That would be for
parking a car, for a campsite, you know, primitive and so——

Mr. HERGER. This is just for day use for going use and use, like,
the water——

Mr. VENTO. Just an entrance fee, but I guess that’s under the ex-
periment. But we had authorized, I think, for BLM and for Forest
Service some of the sites, you know, that are a basic monument or
type of a visitor contact station, not just for entrance. And of course
there’s a big increase. I mean, the real question here is, you know
we go to a film or something and it costs five, six, seven dollars
to get into a film. You know, and you talk about people, you know.
So they, you know, the issue here is, how do we sustain or support
this. I appreciate your comments about those that live in close
proximity, and there are, of course, accommodations where you can
get an annual pass because you’re going more often. It is inconven-
ient, it is obviously a—they’re on the learning curve with regards
to understanding that.

Mr. HERGER. But even on that point——
Mr. VENTO. Yes, sure——
Mr. HERGER. [continuing] even on an annual pass, say someone

living in Redding, California would have to buy a pass for Lake
Shasta and an additional pass for——

Mr. VENTO. Yes. Well, I think that——
Mr. HERGER. [continuing] the lake, which are all within, maybe

three miles.
Mr. VENTO. Well, I appreciate that, because the Forest Service

doesn’t have a Golden Eagle, so to speak, as the Park Service. So
that’s something that needs to be, needs to be addressed.

Mr. HERGER. And I would like to urge the Committee, there are
a number of issues of this type that I’d like to see us address. We
attempted to address this point, Mrs. Smith brought it up, of per-
haps having the local area, some type of discount for people who
leave there.

Mr. VENTO. Well, they already—I mean, I think there are
accommodations——

Mr. HERGER. They determined that was not constitutional to be
able to do that——

Mr. VENTO. Yes, well, I think there probably is a better deal than
that that probably they can get for going to five or six parks, in
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terms of a Golden Eagle, or America the Beautiful, or some other
type of pass that had been recommended previously. And this, of
course, was an experiment, but there are in fact annual passes that
permit any type, and there are even exemptions, of course, for
those that need them. So there is a process set up, and obviously,
as I said, everyone’s on the learning curve with regard to this proc-
ess.

But I think the fundamental issue is that, the consensus is that
those that use or those that visit these areas ought to at least help
in sustaining them. These fees, of course, will never sustain the
type of costs for maintenance for the expense of these units. So I
think we, especially with our friend Mr. Regula here, we have to
obviously point out that we understand the dilemma that he faces,
because if we cut these back, all we’re doing is adding to the back-
log of costs that we have both in the Forest and in the park, and
the other public land units.

Thanks. Thanks, Wally.
Mr. HANSEN. The gentlemen from Montana, Mr. Hill. Do you

have any opening statement? Gentlelady from Idaho, Mrs.
Chenoweth, do you have an opening statement or comments for Mr.
Herger?

STATEMENT OF HON. HELEN CHENOWETH, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, I do have an opening state-
ment.

Mr. HANSEN. The gentlelady is recognized.
Mrs. CHENOWETH. I’d like to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for hold-

ing this hearing on the recreational fee demonstration program,
which we enacted last year. And normally I don’t make an opening
statement; I just submit it for the record. But I feel very strongly
about this. As I was in the district last week, the issue of fees was
something that I heard a lot about. So I commend you on holding
this hearing now, and, and I do minimally support the concept of
having users help contribute a minimal fee, specifically for rec-
reational area improvement.

But ultimately, I would like to see recreationalists have the best
experience possible on well maintained forest campgrounds, facili-
ties, and trail. Very small fees can play a role in that effort, but
I am especially interested in this issue because a couple of areas
in Idaho, most significantly the Sawtooth National Recreational
Area, has been chosen as test cases for this fee program.

However, I do have concerns about how this demonstration pro-
gram has been implemented, serious concerns. Generally, I do not
believe that agencies have done an adequate job selling the pro-
gram to the public. The common complaint I have heard is that
visitors have suddenly have had to pay a fee without knowing the
reason why, and most people are not aware that these fees are to
go directly to the upkeep and improvement of the specific area that
they are visiting.

And, Mr. Chairman, I do believe that in our, our general fund
budgeting that, to the degree fees are collected and kept within
that forest, then I think that we ought to be able to save the gen-
eral taxpayer money by, in a comparable manner, diminishing our

VerDate 26-APR-99 12:50 Jun 09, 1999 Jkt 010199 PO 00000 Frm 00014 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6602 E:\HEARINGS\47404 txed02 PsN: txed02



11

appropriations to the agency. Otherwise, we just have mounting of
fees as well as a continued increase in our general funding.

And my second concern, which is that there have been no notice-
able improvement to campgrounds, hiking trails, boat docks, rest-
rooms, and many other facilities and amenities that serve the gen-
eral public. If there have been changes, the agencies have not done
a good job of letting the people know, because evidence shows there
hasn’t. Just as any charity soliciting funds, the Federal Govern-
ment must actively promote the benefits of fees.

I am concerned also about what appears to be a case of double
and even triple taxation that this program represents to some pub-
lic lands users. In some States, there are already programs in place
that collect a fee for improvements, especially the fee many off-road
users pay in many States, such as the green-sticker program in
California, and the OHV trail fund in Idaho is one such example.
So we need to make sure that we’re not double-charging these peo-
ple, and that we’re not negatively impacting our counties and the
tourism industry that so many of our States and counties have
learned to lean upon with the diminishment of active natural re-
source industries being fees from them, and resources from them,
being made available to the counties.

And with that, Mr. Chairman, again I want to thank you very
much for holding this hearing.

Mr. HANSEN. I thank the gentlelady from Idaho. That takes care
of the opening part.

Mr. Herger, you’re more than welcome to join us on the dais. We
appreciate having you with us, if you have the time to stay with
us, and appreciate your testimony.

Mr. HERGER. Thank you.
Mr. HANSEN. With that in mind, let’s turn to the first panel. Our

two panelists will be Mr. John M. Berry, Assistant Secretary, Pol-
icy Management and Budget, Department of the Interior, and Lyle
Laverty, Regional Forester, Rocky Mountain Region. They both are
accompanied by—Mr. Berry is accompanied by Henry Schmitt,
Maureen Finnerty, and Dr. Roger Coleman. Mr. Laverty is accom-
panied by Greg Super. We appreciate these folks being with us. Mr.
Berry, this is twice in one week you’ve had this opportunity. We
appreciate you being here. Five minutes OK? You need any little
extra time, let us, let us know, OK?

STATEMENT OF JOHN M. BERRY, ASSISTANT SECRETARY,
POLICY MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, DEPARTMENT OF THE
INTERIOR, ACCOMPANIED BY HENRY RODGER SCHMITT,
GROUP MANAGER, RECREATION GROUP, BUREAU OF LAND
MANAGEMENT

Mr. BERRY. OK, thank you Mr. Chairman.
Mr. HANSEN. Thank you for appearing before us, and, Mr. Sec-

retary, we’ll start with you.
Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, thank you. I’m very pleased to talk

to you and the Committee about the experiences we’ve had with
the fee demonstration program, which have been mostly positive,
I would like to add, and, based on our first year-and-a-half experi-
ment with this demonstration project.
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As you know, this project has been a joint effort on the part of
three bureaus within the Department of Interior and the Depart-
ment of Agriculture’s Forest Service. These agencies manage a va-
riety of resources under a variety of authorities, yet for this experi-
ment they have worked very closely and have found that they have
a great deal in common.

I have prepared a statement, Mr. Chairman, that, with your
agreement, we would just submit for the record, and I’ll try and
summarize here.

Mr. HANSEN. Without objection.
Mr. BERRY. But I would be pleased to also introduce the folks

who will with me who can help us answer questions in specific de-
tail about each of our bureau’s programs. We have Maureen
Finnerty, who is the Associate Director of the National Park Serv-
ice for Park Operations and Education. We have Dr. Richard Cole-
man, Director of Refuges for the Fish and Wildlife Service. And we
have Roger Schmitt, who is the Group Manager for Recreation in
the Bureau of Land Management. So they’ll be with us in case we
have specifics that I’m unable to answer.

Visitor response to the demonstration fees program has been
very positive. Both the National Park Service and the USDA Forest
Service conducted surveys to assess visitor reactions during the
first full year of the recreational fee demonstration program. Over-
all, 83 percent of National park visitors surveyed said they were ei-
ther satisfied with the fees they paid, or thought the fees were too
low. In the Forest Service, over 6 percent of people who completed
a survey card said that the opportunities and services they experi-
enced were at least equal to the fee that they paid.

We believe that the strong support so early in this program is
primarily because the fee revenues have not been offset by reduced
appropriations, and because receipts remain in the recreation areas
in which they are collected, to be used to improve visitor services
and to protect resources. Our visitors seem to be responding with
greater care to the recreation resources, for there is increasing evi-
dence that incidents of vandalism have decreased in areas where
recreation fees have been collected.

We also believe that much of this public acceptance came about
because we involved and communicated with the public in a proc-
ess, in a variety of ways. At the local levels, our agencies spent a
great deal of effort working with the public through formal commu-
nication plans, news releases, meeting with local community lead-
ers, constituent groups, advisory councils, information leaflets, ex-
planatory videos, open houses at the parks, public workshops, com-
ment cards, and then signs, entrance signs and bulletin boards.
These efforts, I believe, were important to the success of the public
reception for the recreational fee demonstration program.

Interagency cooperation has blossomed under this recreational
fee demonstration program. The participating agencies have estab-
lished a record of cooperation that I believe is unprecedented in
this, in this government. This is true not only among the Depart-
ment of Interior’s bureaus, but also with the Department of Agri-
culture’s Forest Service. Throughout the process of implementing
the program, fee managers from the four agencies held regular
meetings to discuss progress, approaches, problems, and solutions.
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And they have developed common approaches for evaluating the fee
program.

Mr. Chairman, I could go into a great deal about our accomplish-
ments, but they’re already described in a report that we have pre-
pared for the Interior, Agriculture Committees on Appropriations,
and which I believe we have made available to the Committee and
to the Members. I’d just like to highlight a few of the summaries,
points in that report.

First, a very large majority of visitors’ levels have been sustained
during the initial year of new fees. The initial data we have on visi-
tation during the first full year of the program indicate that fees
appear to have a negligible impact on visitation levels. Of course,
we will not be satisfied with a single year’s experience.

Second, recreation fee revenues have increased significantly in
all four agencies administering this program. Between 1996 and
fiscal year 1997, recreational fee revenues increased by 57 percent
in the National Park Service, 35 percent for the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, and 11 percent for the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment. This is good news, for it identifies a new source of revenue
in addition to public appropriations that will allow us to improve
visitor services and deal with our serious backlog of infrastructure
needs.

Third, the agencies are evaluating a wide variety of different
types of fees. Some are variations of entrance fees, ranging from in-
dividual and carload fees that are typically collected at an entrance
kiosk, to the Golden Eagle Passport, unit-specific annual passes,
and also multi-unit passes that allow entry into several sites of the
same Federal agency, or several sites operated by different Federal,
State, local agencies. Too, we’re trying to address some of the con-
cerns that Mr. Herger and some of the members of the panel have
already raised this morning. We are also evaluating several types
of user fees for such uses as parking, hunting, camping, boat
launching, dumping of sanitary waste from recreation vehicles, and
expedition fees.

Fourth, the agencies are evaluating a wide variety of methods for
collecting the fees, from typical ranger in the kiosk, to automated
collection machines and collection by mail. And we are looking at
different approaches to this that will include using our employees,
partnership arrangements with other agencies, volunteers, as well
as consignment with private-sector vendors and concessionaires.

Fifth, the agencies—Mr. Chairman, if it’s OK, if I would, I see
the red light, but I——

Mr. HANSEN. Go ahead, Mr. Berry. I want to hear your testi-
mony.

Mr. BERRY. Just got a couple more minutes.
Mr. HANSEN. Don’t let the light bother you.
Mr. BERRY. Great.
Fifth, the agencies have found that some of the initial collection

costs for new fees are higher than expected, and certainly higher
than they will be over the long run. The reason for these higher
costs initially is the large startup and capital costs for instituting
some of the capital infrastructure that needs to be in place to col-
lect the fees, such as kiosks, entrance stations, new equipment, and
supplies that have to be in, in availability to monitor.
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The agencies will continue to look for ways to reduce the cost of
collecting these fees, but it’s also important to note that cost-effec-
tiveness may not always be possible. In some sites, for example,
the particular mix of low visitation and multiple access points may
just make it impractical, impractical to institute any fees at all.

Finally, the agencies have begun the process of financing mainte-
nance backlog projects. Considering that we are now only into the
second full year of the recreation fee demonstration program, and
that many of the revenues were not available to the bureaus until
the end of fiscal year 1997, the participating agencies have begun
a significant number of projects that will reduce the backlog main-
tenance requirements and provide public service enhancements at
recreationsites. I’d like to point out just a few.

At Yellowstone National Park, they are rehabilitating their dete-
riorated electronic infrastructure for safety and resource protection,
repairing utility systems, replacing deteriorated docks, rehabili-
tating trail and overlook, interpretative exhibits, and back country
sites. In Paria County, on the Arizona–Utah border, the Bureau of
Land Management used fee revenues to maintain and upgrade
sanitation facilities at trail heads.

The recreation fee demonstration program has been a very posi-
tive experience for participating agencies, and the agencies agree
that long-term implementation of the fee program is desirable. We
wish, however, to emphasize our strong desire that any permanent
authority should not take effect until after the current temporary
authority expires at the end of fiscal year 1999. The test is entering
its second full year, and our current findings and observations are
preliminary. The full evaluation of this program will not be com-
pleted until March 1999. Yet even at this early stage, we are very
pleased with the results, and we would like to work with you to
design a program that builds on that positive experience in imple-
menting this effort.

There are a few elements which I would like to recommend for
your consideration for permanent legislation. These elements are
presented in more detail in the report that we have submitted, but
let me just touch on a few.

First, we would emphasize the need for flexibility to tailor fees
to meet specific management and visitor needs. We simply caution
that one size does not fit all.

Second, we think it is crucial to recognize the importance of in-
centives in the design of recreation fees. The provision in the dem-
onstration program that fees be applied to onsite backlog mainte-
nance projects provides a very substantial incentive for recreation
managers to collect and keep the cost of collection low. People seem
much more willing to pay fees if they know the revenues will di-
rectly benefit the resources that they are enjoying.

Third, the provision that allows agencies to utilize the revenues
over more than a single fiscal year can help agencies do better
long-range planning to approach backlog reductions, and imple-
ment reform and rehabilitation in a more systematic way.

Finally, we believe that this provision, that the provision that
sets aside some of the fee revenues for addressing broader agency
priorities would be an important element to continue in any perma-
nent legislation. We caution that a fixed formula that returns a

VerDate 26-APR-99 12:50 Jun 09, 1999 Jkt 010199 PO 00000 Frm 00018 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6602 E:\HEARINGS\47404 txed02 PsN: txed02



15

high percentage of revenue to the collecting site could, over the
long run, and this would be long run over 5 to 10 years, could cre-
ate undesirable inequities within an agency, where certain popular
facilities have more funds than they can effectively use, and others
that don’t have the public access would face continuing deteriora-
tion.

So we need to consider the possibility in determining what’s the
appropriate balance between the needs of the fee-collection site in
the long run, with the backlog maintenance needs of the entire
agency.

Mr. Chairman, thank you. That would conclude my statement,
and I’d be happy to answer any questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Berry may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you very much. Mr. Laverty.

STATEMENT OF LYLE LAVERTY, FORMER DIRECTOR, RECRE-
ATION PROGRAMS, REGIONAL FORESTER, ROCKY MOUN-
TAIN REGION, U.S. FOREST SERVICE, ACCOMPANIED BY
GREG SUPER, NATIONAL RECREATION FEE DEMONSTRA-
TION PROGRAM COORDINATOR, U.S. FOREST SERVICE;
LINDA FELDMAN AND FLOYD THOMPSON

Mr. LAVERTY Mr. Chairman, it’s an honor for me to be here today
to discuss the fee demonstration program as it relates to the Forest
Service and how we have been able to implement this program. I’m
delighted to be here, because I have great interest in what is hap-
pening, and even though I have transitioned from Washington to
Colorado I had great interest, as I served in, not only the Director
of Recreation, but also in the Acting Associate Deputy Chief role
as we began to roll this out.

Many of the comments that I’ll share with you, Mr. Berry has
already captured, and I think as we have looked at the implemen-
tation of the fee demonstration project across agency lines, it truly
has brought agencies together. I’ll just summarize some of our re-
marks, because many of the things that we have prepared in our
statement are already captured by Mr. Berry, and I’ll zip through
that so we can engage with any questions you might have for us.

I am accompanied by Greg Super, as you mentioned, and Linda
Feldman on our staff, and Floyd Thompson, who are really the key
folks on our staff that help make this come about. For the Forest
Service, it was really an incredible journey for us as we began im-
plementing the program, simply because in many of our sites, un-
like many of the Park Service sites, we had not charged fees before.
So we embarked in a endeavor where we started essentially from
ground zero in terms of helping people understand that we were in
fact going to collect fees but, more importantly, as Mr. Herger even
pointed out, that we need to be able to let people know why and
how these fees are going to be collected, but how they’re going to
be used.

And I can share with you, as I’ve talked to folks around the coun-
try, that folks are very, very supportive of the idea of paying fees,
as long as they know those fees are going back on the site, they
can actually see some tangible results.
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As Mrs. Chenoweth pointed out, we are just the in process now
of beginning to implement some of those fees and actually make
some of these improvements. We had projects on, in fact at Flam-
ing Gorge, where the ranger, as soon as he started collecting fees,
began making significant improvements on boat docks right away,
even though he didn’t have all the fees in hand. And, you know,
so that people could visibly and tangibly see that these fees were
actually showing some improvements on the facilities that they
used.

Let me just capture a few points that I think are significant, and
then, I think we can answer any questions you might have. As I
look at what’s happening in the National forests, we’re just con-
tinuing to see increased demands for recreation. And, as we have
pointed out with, with the Committee in the past, the demands are
far outreaching our abilities to deliver the services, in terms of pro-
viding the basic attention to the services that people expect. But
I think, more importantly, the investment we need to be making
as we protect America’s resources, I think this is one of the signifi-
cant tools that has come to us as a result of the fee demonstration
program. That it does, in fact, give us the opportunity to make not
only investments to serve people, and also to protect these re-
sources so that future generations are going to be able to enjoy
many of the same things that we’re experiencing today.

The recreation use on the National forests, as well as all public
lands, are significant contributors to the gross domestic product,
and as we begin to rack up, across agency lines, contribution that
takes place on public lands as a result of recreation is significant.
That, that use on local economies is extremely significant. I was in
Glenwood Springs yesterday, and listened to folks from the commu-
nity talking about the importance of the National forest in that
community’s economy as it relates to the use that takes place
there. And as we look at how we can invest to make sure that
those resources that draw and attract people to these lands are
sustainable. Our trails are an excellent example. If we’re not able
to sustain trails, these folks that normally would hike, are going
to make choices to go somewhere else. And that’s where I think the
value for us in being able to return these resources and funds back
to the sites to improve and maintain these systems is critically im-
portant.

I’d like to just share maybe with you a few ideas that we would
recommend that you consider long-term engagement of a fee bill.
And the values that we have learned, and we would capture that,
as we aggressively moved on implementing the fee program. Back
in 1996 when the Congress passed the opportunity for us to do this,
we moved right along. And we actually implemented projects in
1996. And we have learned a lot. We viewed this as a test, and we
have, we went through a very structured process in terms of how
we started. We required business plans, we required communica-
tion strategies, and setting up the whole financial and cash man-
agement accountability part, which I think is extremely crucial for
us as we implement the program. And if I could just take a couple
minutes, I’ll be done, and then we can start.

Mr. HANSEN. Nancy, maybe you want to turn the light off.
[Laughter.]
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Mr. LAVERTY. This is a great conversation. We, we really viewed
this as a test, and the places where we have been successful, we
have found that that up-front communication has been absolutely
crucial. Where people could really understand why we’re collecting
the fees, but more importantly how we’re going to use those fees.

I was talking to the ranger on the Clear Creek Ranger District—
this is the Mt. Evans project. One of the ideas that he has to better
communicate with the folks on what we have actually collected in
1997, but on the other side of this little hand-out that he’s going
to distribute to the folks that actually pay the fees, is going to show
exactly how those funds are going to be used. So we have that ac-
countability, not only internally, but also with the people that pay
those fees. And I think that’s our key for our success.

Let me just suggest there’s four elements that I would, I would
capture that you want to consider, at least as we’ve learned from
the past. The first is that, I would recognize that this, this joint
agency effort. And I would hope that as you consider long-term con-
sideration on this bill, or permanent legislation, if you could give
us some clarity and some authorities where we could even cross
across lines, not only with Federal agencies, but even with some
States and counties. We’ve got some projects that, that we’re doing
this, but it’s been really tough because we have folks that think we
don’t have the authority to do that. That would be most helpful.

I think in terms of building a long-range planning, some of the
things that Mr. Berry spoke about, as we know that we have a
more permanent authority coming that we can carry over some of
those funds to take on larger projects than simply one year at a
time type of projects. I think the idea, perhaps, for you to consider
broadening the fee demonstration authorities, where we could ex-
pand to include the recreation-related activities, such as some of
the fees that we collect off of outfitter and guide permits. If we
were able to keep even a portion of some of the fees from some of
the ski areas, that we could put back into the administration and
improvement and enhancements. Right now, all those funds simply
go back into the Treasury.

Let me just close it off, because I know that we need to have
some conversation about some of the questions you might have.
But I would just close by saying that we aggressively and totally
endorse the concept of the fee demonstration program. It’s been a
great tool for us, and, you know, we’re just in the process right
now, I think, of beginning to demonstrate that government works,
and that government can work well. And I think this is really key.
We’ve got some bumps in a road that we’re addressing, and as we
pick these up, we’ve aggressively gone back to take care of that.

I think the piece I would just share with you, comments from the
people that are paying the fees has been very, very positive. Cer-
tainly, as Mr. Herger pointed out, we’ve got some folks that still
don’t agree with the fee, period, but I think as we begin to show
and demonstrate the results, folks are going to accept that. I appre-
ciate just the chance to share with you, and would love to get you
out and show you some of our projects on the ground.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Laverty may be found at end of
hearing.]
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Mr. HANSEN. Thank you, Mr. Laverty. I appreciate your com-
ments. You folks that are standing back there, if you’re so inclined,
this bottom tier, no one’s going to use it, if you’d like to sit down,
we’d be more than happy to have you do that. If you want to stand,
that’s up to you, but I’m embarrassed to see you standing there.

We’ll start with members of the Committee to question this
panel. Mr. Hill from Montana, you’re recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HILL. I thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just have a couple of
questions about the fee structure.

Are any of the concessionaire fees retained within the park for
the purpose of the park services, or, or are they, or do they go to
the general treasury?

Mr. LAVERTY. I’ll speak on the Forest Service side. Right now,
those all go into the general treasury.

Mr. HILL. Those all go to the general treasury?
Mr. LAVERTY. Yes, sir.
Mr. HILL. And how do those fees compare with the other fees

that you charge directly to people who, either admittance fees or
user fees. Could you give me some indication of what that relative
amount of money is?

Mr. LAVERTY. I don’t have those figures here, but I could cer-
tainly pull that up. I used to know those figures, but I’ve forgotten
that stuff.

Mr. HILL. I mean, obviously, the concessionaire fees are indi-
rectly fees that are charged for people who use the parks. It just
seems to me that if we’re going to be talking about trying to create
an entrepreneurial climate within the parks, we ought to consider
whether or not some portion of concessionaire fees or something
ought to be retained within the park. What do you think of that
idea?

Mr. LAVERTY. I think if we were able to keep some of those fees
in the fee demonstration program, it could go a long ways. I think
it could help us do a couple of things. We could enhance the admin-
istration that goes on right now in terms of how we administer
those special-use programs, particularly outfitter and guide pro-
grams. And if we were able to get some consistency, I think we
would find our relationship with many of the outfitters would even
improve.

Greg was just telling me that our, our special use fees that we
collect, are about $37 million. Last year, we collected about $8 mil-
lion under the fee demonstration program, and we expect that to
go up significantly as we begin to implement the program. We have
40 projects underway that we actually implemented in 1996–1997,
another 5 ready to go on line in 1998 and 1999, so, I think we’ll
see that fee collection increasing to be probably comparable over
time.

Mr. HILL. Is there any relationship between the fees the conces-
sionaires pay, and the use of infrastructure they have? For exam-
ple, sewer and water costs, and those sorts of things within the
park or within the—now, I would ask any one of the three of you
to respond to that. Are those fees, do they bear any relationship to
the services that they also consume?

Mr. BERRY. Yes, sir, Mr. Hill. Each concession contract in the
Park Service is an individually negotiated contract between the
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concessionaire that accounts for opportunities and other costs that
are subject to that. In response to your last question, in the Park
Service, the general rule is that our concession funds are returned
to the Treasury, but there are instances in certain concessions in
certain parks where we have the ability to keep some of those
funds on park site. And we can get you a more detailed break-out
of that, I think, in an answer to the record.

Mr. HILL. I would appreciate having that.
Noting that, you know, a lot of the backlog is associated with in-

frastructure needs, and, I mean, how do you fund those infrastruc-
ture needs? Substantially, now, they’re being funded, obviously, by
the Treasury, I mean, just general taxpayers. Some of it’s going to
be funded from increase in user fees. Seems to me that, if we’re
going to address this whole issue, that we ought to look at that
again. I’m not making a case for more concessionaires’ fees; I want
to make that clear. I’m just saying, though, that there ought to be
some relationship there, and those, it seems to me, those dollars
ought to stay within the park, too.

Mr. BERRY. You raise an excellent point, Mr. Hill, and the ad-
ministration, we’re working now between the departments and the
Office of Management and Budget on preparing some concession
approaches similar to what you’re talking about, so that we can
submit those for your consideration. But you, you’ve hit on a very
god point.

Mr. LAVERTY. One of the points I would also make, Mr. Hill, that
relates to outfitters and guides on the National forests is that most
of those folks do an incredible amount of volunteer work for us, just
doing basic maintenance that we would not be able to do ourselves.
That’s not part of the permit, but, you know, that’s work that’s
being contributed by the folks, you know, for, oftentimes in addi-
tion to what the fee that they pay. So that probably doesn’t cover
all that.

Mr. HILL. Thank you. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. HANSEN. Thank you. The gentleman from Minnesota, a

member of the Committee, is recognized for 5 minutes.
Mr. VENTO. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. I didn’t make an opening

statement, but I did read yours and noted your concerns with re-
gards this experimental program, and specifically with regard to
trying to guide the use of the entrance fee and user fee type of pro-
grams. It’s really pretty confusing for those that are not familiar
with this. And, of course, when my colleague from Montana, intro-
duces concessions into the process, you can really, I’d suggest—and
I think that, you know, he had some very good points with it, but
that if we’re going to deal this, we try to deal with the user and
entrance issue. And what you were removed from, like, for in-
stance, I mentioned Mr. Laverty that you actually have broad au-
thority to implement user fees, in almost many instances. Is that
correct?

Mr. LAVERTY. That is correct, yes.
Mr. VENTO. And this, this gave you flexibility to put in more user

fees, not entrance fees, because you hadn’t had that except in the
special units that we designated in 1993. Is that correct?

Mr. LAVERTY. That’s correct.
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Mr. VENTO. And so the, the point is that this freed you up in
terms of not being limited by the land water conservation law, in
terms of where you could charge user fees. These user fees are gen-
erally designed to pay for what the actual use is of a campsite, and
they go directly into that site. Is that right? Or a parking lot or
some other activity?

Mr. LAVERTY. That’s correct. We have used those for trail fees,
where those funds are going back for trail maintenance, and that’s
one of the significant——

Mr. VENTO. So none of that goes to the Treasury, does it?
Mr. LAVERTY. That’s correct.
Mr. VENTO. That does not. I mean, it’s only these entrance fees

that the new issue. You hear, someone’s going to give you some ad-
vice now.

Mr. Berry, have you been around this a little bit so you get the
difference here?

Mr. BERRY. At the Parks and Fish and Wildlife, and Public
Lands, there is a distinction between the departments in this re-
gard in that we generally approach it from the entrance fee ap-
proach, as opposed to the service approach.

Mr. VENTO. Well, I think we have in the Park Service, I think
the others—of course BLM recently in 1993 was granted authority
for special units. I don’t really know the Fish and Wildlife Service,
but obviously it’s a small amount of revenue there. We look at
these figures, and then there’s also a county sharing in terms of
some of the type of fees that are present here, that the counties ac-
tually, under normal law, would get some share—not under the
user fee, I don’t think, but under—I don’t know if under user fees
or not. Mr. Laverty, do they get part of the user fees too?

Mr. LAVERTY. Under the fee demonstration, they do not.
Mr. VENTO. They don’t, but otherwise they would, is that right?
Mr. LAVERTY. That’s correct.
Mr. VENTO. Well, that’s sort of problematic, especially if we want

the money to go into the purpose for which it’s intended. Of course,
it isn’t enough but, you know, I’m a little—the concern here, of
course, asking for more specificity, you know, is going to end us up
at the Appropriations Committee again. And then when you get the
revenue comes all to the government, then it gets to be an offset
in the appropriations bill. And, of course, that’s one of the problems
with this concessions policy, you know. They’re trying to find a bal-
ance between the superintendent, or the supervisor of a forest, or
the other administrator, and the OMB and appropriator type of
process. Because the money just doesn’t seem to get back once it
comes to Washington—at least not all of it.

And, of course, there are a lot of units that don’t have any collec-
tion of fee money. I notice that these ideas seem to be a better idea
in Washington than sometimes in the field.

Mr. LAVERTY. I have spent the last two-and-a-half months talk-
ing to a lot of the folks in the field, and I can tell you that there’s
a lot of enthusiasm and great support among agency people, you
know, with this, with this program. I wish we could have some of
the folks that I talked to yesterday, that were just talking about
the project that they have at Vail Pass. These folks are enthused
about it, but also, more importantly, is that they’re finding that
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there is a great support from the public that is paying that. And,
you know, I can’t share that——

Mr. VENTO. No, no. I understand that but I think there is some,
I think as I said that the public is on the learning curve and you
have to become acquainted with this. For instance, in the case that
our colleague presented in his testimony, it looks to me there is no
pass that would be applicable. You have the authority and have ex-
ercised the authority to provide a single pass for multiple units.
Hasn’t the Forest Service done that?

Mr. LAVERTY. Yes, we have.
Mr. VENTO. You haven’t done it in northern California or Oregon,

I guess, is the problem.
Mr. LAVERTY. Southern California has one, and northern, the

Oregon——
Mr. VENTO. So they do have it, so it’s just a matter of misunder-

standing at this point, at least in term of the pilot program?
Mr. LAVERTY. That’s correct, and I think we also share, though,

the point that I believe you’re going to make is that we’ve got 40,
maybe a hundred projects on the national forests; we’ve got 40 or
a hundred projects on the national parks and BLM. And at some
point in time, we need to begin look at, you know, should there be,
whether it’s a State pass that covers all agencies, or should it be
a Federal pass.

Mr. VENTO. Well, I hope my colleagues——
Mr. LAVERTY. I think those are some of the things that we can

learn.
Mr. VENTO. Yes. I hope my colleagues will be patient with this

and try to work it through. I think there’s nothing worse than hav-
ing something start in fits and starts and maybe we can get the
insights from this, and then proceed. But to completely just pull it
back because there is a misunderstanding or political reaction to it,
I think would be the wrong thing to do. This wasn’t my baby; this
was Ralph’s, but I’ve been through this before, and I think that
there’s nothing worse than having something that goes in fits and
starts, especially on an issue like this. And I think that we should
try to build the consensus on the Committee, and to be reasonable
where we can, look at these factors more carefully, and give some
guidance, but, hopefully, keeping the money in the, in the land
management units, and with the type of flexibility. I think, obvi-
ously, the comments you made, Mr. Chairman, about what’s hap-
pened with some of the money, you know, fall right in line with
why there are the certain requirements in the Land, Water Con-
servation Fund. They may not be perfect, but they’re better than
nothing.

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you. The gentlelady from Idaho is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. If I didn’t make
myself clear in my opening statement, I want to make it clear now.
I think that for us to look at the possibility of charging fees, user
fees, in the Park Service is one thing. But for the record, I am ada-
mantly opposed to user fees, or fees being charged by the Forest
Service and by Department of Interior for anything other than Na-
tional parks, and anything other than an experimental demonstra-
tion fee program.
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It’s creating tremendous reaction in my district. In fact, or in my
State. In Mr. Crapo’s district, there’s a little city named Salmon,
Idaho. And the mayor and the city council adopted a new vehicle
use fee test program. And the proposal is that the city of Salmon
is proposing to charge all U.S. Forest Service vehicles using city
streets to a use fee. The purpose of the fee is to replace declining
funds and to provide finances to ensure we provide quality road ex-
periences while traveling on city streets. The current allotted funds
do not adequately cover the cost of maintaining the highly used
streets, and the U.S. Forest Service was chosen as a test group be-
cause they have established user fees on the Salmon River, and
several Forest Service-operated areas and must believe this is an
accepted method of raising funds.

They go on to say the city of Salmon will share the information
gathered from this project, and will provide, free of charge, to any
city, the procedure used and the amount of funds brought into the
city budget. The city will receive comments until May 29, but just
like the Federal Government, it doesn’t matter what you say. The
fee will begin on June 1st.

It’s a little half-serious, tongue-in-cheek, but the fact is that the
mayor of Salmon wrote to me and said this is an area where the
average family income is about $18,000 a year. And the mayor says
the fees that are being charged means that, if I’m traveling from
Boise to my home in Salmon, Idaho, and choose to stop along with
my wife and three children for a picnic under a tree, I will have
to pay $10. And if I need to stop along the road at one of the out-
door toilets, I will be expected to pay two dollars a person.

So this is the kind of thing that I’m receiving in my, in my dis-
trict, Mr. Chairman. Actually, if we wanted to paint a great big,
huge sign in the name of the free market system and charge fees,
which is what we’re doing, we might as well paint a huge big ‘‘keep
out’’ sign to all of the citizens with regards to what’s happening on
our National forests. Our trails are being shut off, access to the
river is being shut off, our roads are being shut off, maintenance
is declining. And because the Federal Government, this Congress,
has failed to fence funds, which we didn’t because we trusted the
administration and the Federal Forest Service, funds are being
shifted from those areas that we have allocated moneys for to other
areas that are unauthorized, unappropriated programs such as the
American Heritage Rivers initiative, the Inner Columbia Eco-
system Management plan.

And I think that the idea of trying to utilize Ludwig von Meese’s
theory of freedom of the marketplace with a Federal agency is ludi-
crous. And I think we need to look in another direction to raise
funds. Now, if we charge fees for the Park Service, I think also that
we ought to reduce the general fund by an appropriate amount, by
a corresponding amount. Because we have increased funding to In-
terior and to the Forest Service for several years now. And we’re
seeing the services to the general public decline.

And I just want to make one final statement, and that is that
many of the user groups are willing to put forth their own effort,
and their own funds, and their own time to help improve roads and
trails and facilities. So, I just wanted to make that clear.
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And, Mr. Chairman, I have 12 questions that I would like to ask,
especially of Mr. Laverty. My time is up, so with your indulgence,
I wonder if I might submit those to the Committee to ask the ques-
tions for me.

Mr. HANSEN. All the questions from members of the Committee,
I’m sure, our witness would be more than happy to respond to
those in correspondence. And if they do it, I wish they’d correspond
to all of us so we can all get the answers to it.

The gentlelady from the Virgin Islands.
Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I don’t really

have any questions. I just wanted to make a brief statement.
St. John in my district is a very beautiful island, with some of

the more beautiful parks, but its facilities are also in very bad dis-
repair. We have a new superintendent, who quickly moved on com-
ing to St. John to get the last slot, I believe, in the fee demonstra-
tion program. And so now meetings are being held in my commu-
nities, one as late as last night, and I haven’t heard how it went.
But I listened with a great deal of interest to the fact that across
the country the fee demonstration programs are being received
with broad acceptance. I’m not too sure that that’s going to happen
in St. John, because when the parks were turned over, when the
land was turned over to the National Park Service, it was with the
understanding that the residents of St. John, and I believe the en-
tire Virgin Islands, would never be charged a fee for the parks.

And so, Mr. Chairman, this is a very timely hearing for me. I
thank you for holding it. It’s also very informative. I really don’t
have any questions, but I do share some of the concerns that were
voiced already, that the fees that are collected be returned to the
park for maintenance and other uses in the park, and that it not
be used to replace appropriations, but be a supplement.

Mr. VENTO. Will the gentlewoman yield to me briefly?
Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN. Sure.
Mr. VENTO. I was just going to point out that most of the units,

when they were established in terms of parks, if they had a Native
American or, in fact, an indigenous community that actually was
involved, that there are exceptions, usually, for them not to be
charged fees. In a sense, I don’t know if this particular measure
overrode that, this experiment overrode that.

But, of course, as I said before, I think the distinction between
user fees is very important, because user fees, they have general
authority always to put into effect user fees. And so the real au-
thority here might be that they have more flexibility with regards
to what user fees, where they’re charged, and what parcels. But en-
trance fees would be, obviously, a different matter, and there’s a
whole list of these fees, if we’d look at this study we have, in terms
of reservation fees and other charges that are accumulating to the
cost of the Forest Service for providing recreation. And one of the
laments we often hear is that the recreational user is not carrying
his fair share, and this means that costs are being shifted in dif-
ferent directions.

Here we’ve got a minuscule amount of money that’s been col-
lected so far in the Forest Service. I mean, compared to its overall
budget, it’s I think, like a $2 million increase, and we got a
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firestorm, really, in terms of, I think a lot of misunderstanding
and, about it. But it, you know, there’s many of us that would like
to find a way to permit these units to be used and not charged. But
that is predicated on the funding. I’d be happy to yield back. But
I just wanted to point out that there is an opportunity for, many
times, from parks or other units that are created for non-charging
for certain populations.

Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN. OK, thanks. I’d like to just reclaim my
time, and I would ask that question. Because, in talking with our
superintendent, he was saying that we could not waive the fees for
residents. Is that true, or can there be a fee but the residents, be-
cause that was the understanding when the park was created, be
exempted from the fee?

Mr. BERRY. There is flexibility with each park, Congresswoman,
so that we look into that situation with you. We do try to respond
and provide flexibility to local residents in some of the instances
that were described, when construction people have to drive
through public lands to get to work, or other things. So there is
clearly flexibility. We need to look at your specific situation, and
let me find out with you. We’ll work with the ranger and we’ll get
back to you on that.

Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. HANSEN. Thank you. The gentleman from Michigan, Mr. Kil-

dee.
Mr. KILDEE. I see the bell has rung for a vote over in the House,

but I’d just like to indicate that, now that the President and the
Congress are balancing the budget, I hope this Committee some
time, Mr. Chairman, would have a hearing on my bill, which would
take the Land and Water Conservation Fund totally off-budget. Let
us use the Land and Water Conservation funds for what they were
originally intended. So I hope you will consider my bill on that.

Mr. HANSEN. That should be interesting.
Mr. KILDEE. I yield back the balance of my time.
Mr. HANSEN. Thank you. We appreciate this panel. Let me just

say this: This is an experiment. We tried it out. This oversight
hearing is to try to determine if we want to continue, we want to
leave it as-is, where we want to go. You can see we’re fraught with
problems in a thing like this. You heard all the testimony.

It’s rather easy to take a park that is isolated and have an en-
trance fee. That’s pretty simple. We expand it to user fees that the
gentleman from Minnesota has talked about. Reservation fees,
we’re talking about. You have problems like Mr. Kildee just
brought up, drive-throughs, which we’re talking about Yosemite
right now. Zion’s National Park in my district has the same prob-
lem. One in Florida has the same problem.

We’re trying to figure out how do we work this out. You go to
the Park Service, that Mr. Laverty has pointed out. It’s probably
got bigger problems. Camping fees, you’re in that area; how do we
do user fees. Now we get into recreation areas, like we have at the
Flaming Gorge and we have a the Glen Canyon Recreation Area.
We have reclamation problems. I’ve got something here that talks
about the two dollar fee at Flaming Gorge just isn’t making it any-
more. That’s two dollar vehicle per day fee.
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So how do you make a fit-all, and I think Mr. Berry’s right.
There is no thing where you can make it fit everything. So as we
look at this, we’re going to have to be very careful in figuring out
how we do this. If we could just take what the Department of Inte-
rior has under the Park Service, and even that would be, those re-
mote parks that you drive to.

Mr. Gallegly made an interesting point. What about these west-
ern, drive-to parks. They don’t have walk-in people in those areas.
People that go in those areas do go in with a lot of money, pulling
their Suburban with their Winnebago, and all that type of thing.
And to think that they can’t pay a few bucks is unbelievable.

Yet, on the other hand, how do you handle it in a historic park,
where there’s no way to stop anybody from coming in. Then it be-
comes a rather difficult situation. So I worked with Mr. Regula on
this first experiment. We may have to move along very carefully as
we do this, but the input has been very valuable today, and I would
hope we could all work together. And the next panels coming up,
of course, will have some very interesting approaches to it. And
that’s all this is, is we’re trying to figure out how to do this so it
benefits the people in America.

We hear a lot of folks say, doggone it, I pay my taxes, I shouldn’t
pay anything for these things. Well, that’s kind of hard to believe
in some instances, because other people who don’t use them say,
well why should I pay for them? So we find ourselves in kind of
this interesting position.

We do have a vote on. I do appreciate the excellent testimony
from our first panel. I’ll recess the Committee briefly. I would urge
all members to come back, and I’ll try to collect a few more, and
we’ll come right to the second panel as soon as we return. So we
stand in recess.

[Recess.]
Mr. HANSEN. [presiding] The meeting will come to order.
We are happy that on our second panel we have Derrick

Crandall, president of the American Recreation Coalition, Philip
David Voorhees, Associate Director of Policy and Development, Na-
tional Parks and Conservation Area, and our friend from Arizona,
Gaylord Stavely, vice president, National Forest Recreation Asso-
ciation.

It’s always good to have you gentlemen with us. And Derrick,
we’ll start with you. Is that all right? You have all been here many
times. You know the rules. Try to stay within 5 minutes. We want
your testimony, however.

STATEMENT OF DERRICK CRANDALL, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN
RECREATION COALITION

Mr. CRANDALL. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. It’s a de-
light to be here to talk about a topic on which you have such a
strong and positive role. As you know, ARC represents a range of
interests that include companies and associations representing the
manufacturers of tents and motorhomes and canoes, bicycles and
much more, as well as enthusiast organizations that represent mil-
lions of Americans involved in downhill skiing and camping and
fishing and many other kinds of activities.
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In fact, fees were catalysts for bringing the American Recreation
Coalition into existence in 1979. We’ve told you before that we
would like to continue a policy of free lunch. However, we have
learned that the free lunch comes with a price. It’s hard to demand
a great menu and top food when you are not paying the tab.

We also understood that other consequences arise. We found that
without paying we could not justify the demands for continued
recreation excellence. We found that campgrounds in our national
forests were opening later. And millions of people who came to use
those campgrounds during the shoulder seasons found locked gates.
We saw declines in the numbers of interpretive programs and de-
clines in the quality of trails across this country.

During the time of the President’s Commission on Americans
Outdoors the Nation engaged in a debate, and I believe we came
to a consensus that while we shouldn’t support the entire Federal
recreation program on the basis of recreation fees, it was legitimate
to look to the direct beneficiaries, those people who actually come
to the public lands, for a greater share of the cost of providing
those recreation programs.

In fact, our studies show only about 26 percent of the American
public visits a Federal recreation site of any type administered by
any agency in any year. We heard that agencies had little incen-
tive, though, to charge higher recreation fees, since the fees they
now collected disappeared into a variety of special accounts in the
black hole, and it left the Forest Service, the National Park Serv-
ice, BLM managers on the ground unable to respond to a very sim-
ple question from the visitors: Where do our fees go?

This Subcommittee provided leadership that ultimately was
acted on by Chairman Regula to create the fee demonstration pro-
gram that is the subject of this hearing. Its design work largely
came through your work here in 1995 on your bill H.R. 2107.

In general, we believe that the fee demonstration program which
resulted is laudable and has been successful. The report to the
Congress on the first full year of the fee demonstration program
displays a range of new approaches, which together are increasing
recreation program budgets of four key agencies by some $150 mil-
lion each year.

For the first time Federal recreation program personnel now
have the incentive to go out there and listen to their customers. As
we’ve told you in the past, we support Federal recreation fee pro-
grams which meet five tests.

First, fees need to be equitable. Second, the fee system itself
needs to be efficient. Third, fees need to be convenient for the re-
creationist, and we’ve heard some concerns about that topic already
this morning. Fourth, the fee system needs to be coherent, flexible
and integrated. Finally, the fee revenues need to be returned to
benefit the resources, facilities and programs utilized by those pay-
ing the bill.

In general we find that the fee demonstration implemented by
the four agencies have met these goals. We are excited about the
use of the fee demonstration program, for example to preserve the
lookout towers in western national forests—that’s an exciting story
that the Washington Post recently told—and to provide new inter-
pretation services on the Pike, Arapaho and Roosevelt National
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Forests for families coming to cut their Christmas trees and finding
a nice surprise, people who could share with them the learning op-
portunities that they could find as a family on the national forest.

We find that effective fee programs will help Federal agencies be-
come more consumer-focused, which is hard to accomplish when 95
percent of the budgets previously had been determined a year in
advance here within the beltway.

We are proud to say that ARC and the Recreation Roundtable
are actively involved in providing guidance and advice to the Fed-
eral agencies across the country. We’ve provided top marketing and
communications executives from Disney, REI and other companies
to work with the Enterprise Forests in southern California, for ex-
ample, and in developing communication efforts for dozens of For-
est Service fee sites across the country.

We also give our warm thanks to you and to Chairman Regula
for upholding a commitment to making the fee demonstration re-
ceipts supplemental to the general appropriations for Federal recre-
ation programs of the four agencies.

But we can’t praise the program in its entirety. We have several
concerns. First, we believe that the program has several specific fee
flaws that need to be rectified. Most reflect poor communications,
but some have deeper roots. Second, we believe that there have
been some outstanding innovation already by the agencies in-
volved, but far more ideas and approaches can and should be test-
ed.

Let me just quickly run through some of our concerns. There is
an inequity in fee collections going on out there right now. Those
enjoying the services of outfitters, guides and other commercial
services end up paying more, and more consistently.

This is largely because they are already assessed a fee through
the concession’s special use permit on the agencies’ part, as op-
posed to the non-outfitted guest on the national forest. Second, be-
cause they are identifiable through the commercial service they are
universally assessed, whereas those coming on in a non-outfitted
way are subject to the enforcement efforts of the Federal agencies
and, frankly, oftentimes get a free ride.

Our second concern involves use of the new fee demonstration
authority in ways which undercut and jeopardize the operation of
commercial providers on public lands. We have sparked the entre-
preneurial fires of Federal employees throughout the Nation. We
are finding, however, that sometimes this entrepreneurial spirit
blinds the Federal agencies to the benefits of long-term partner-
ships with other agencies at the state and local level or with com-
panies, for example those who are providing concession camp-
grounds and other kinds of services.

We don’t believe that the Forest Service should lose sight of the
fact that even though they might be able to collect all the revenues
from a Snowbird, it would make no sense for the Forest Service to
try to operate a ski area like Snowbird directly.

We think that our concerns are largely the result of a new tool
being handed to Federal officials who are very hard-pressed to
meet growing and changing demands for recreation. They think of
it, in many cases, of fees as a universal wrench able to fix all prob-
lems, and it is not.
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Thanks to you and to the Congress and to the agencies them-
selves, we know that providing high quality recreation in America
will take a number of tools, including encouragement of volunteer
efforts, use of funding from ISTEA and other kinds of Federal pro-
grams, partnerships with private sectors as concessionaires and
special permittees, partnerships with states and local agencies in
a wide variety of ways, corporate support through sponsorships and
work with non-profit organizations.

In general we believe that the fee demonstration program has al-
ready been a great success and deserves to continue for at least
two more years so we can learn through the process of the projects
underway. We think that there are some additional needs to de-
velop a broad recreation strategy for the Federal agencies, and I
want to encourage you to recommend to the agencies to do that.

Among those lessons that still are unlearned would be use of dif-
ferential pricing between peak and non-peak periods of the years,
and linkages between the rich and the poor sites. We heard today,
for example, evidence that some national park and some national
forest areas will certainly be able to bring in enough revenue to
run well the recreation programs at that site.

However, there are other sites which will never be able to imple-
ment a strong fee program. There are ways, though, to link those.
For example, to use an example here in Washington, we could re-
ward volunteers working on the C&O Canal or on the mall here
in Washington with free access to Shenandoah National Park.
There are ways to combine this program with other mechanisms to
increase overall the opportunities for recreation in this country.

We heard repeatedly concerns about the social equity and wheth-
er local people or the economically disadvantaged are being priced
out of our public lands. Certainly we don’t want to see that occur.
However, we now, under the fee demonstration, could see enhanced
use of such devices as free access days, where we simply decide
that during certain non-peak periods families and individuals alike
could come in without a fee as a way to encourage them to use
their land.

And there are other things in our testimony that we are sug-
gesting. We appreciate the opportunity to do so.

Finally, we would suggest just a couple of changes that you
might well be able to work either with the Chairman Regula or
through stand-alone authorization for this program coming through
the Resources Committee.

First of all, we would suggest strongly a prohibition on the use
of the authority of the fee demonstration program to ‘‘replace, dis-
rupt or jeopardize the provision of public recreation services on
Federal lands by permittees and concessionaires.’’

Secondly, we would encourage new direction on the type of fee
strategies to be tested during the demonstration period, including
as I mentioned peak and off-peak pricing strategies to encourage
volunteerism and free access periods.

Third, a provision for modest growth in the number of sites per-
mitted under the program. At this point the agencies are limited
to no more than 100 sites. The Park Service has shown that they
have 100 sites up and running right now and may deserve an in-
crease beyond that.

VerDate 26-APR-99 12:50 Jun 09, 1999 Jkt 010199 PO 00000 Frm 00032 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6602 E:\HEARINGS\47404 txed02 PsN: txed02



29

Fourth, a refocusing of the use of receipts in needed, because
there is some concern about the need to show the public where
their funds are going, and we’ve suggested some language that we
think would help to encourage the visibility of use of the fees.

And finally, we specifically endorse allowing inclusion of special
use permit revenues as fee demonstration projects, and that has
been addressed in questions of the previous panel. Such things as
outfitter guide permits would be specifically allowed.

We thank you very much for the time to be with you here this
morning and look forward to working with you on this exciting pro-
gram. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Crandall may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you Mr. Crandall. Mr. Voorhees.

STATEMENT OF PHILIP DAVID VOORHEES, ASSOCIATE DIREC-
TOR OF POLICY AND DEVELOPMENT, NATIONAL PARKS AND
CONSERVATION AREA

Mr. VOORHES. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for the op-
portunity to testify. Again, I know NPCA was before you just 2
days ago testifying on the film fee matter. I appreciate the access
they provide us.

Since its initiation in 1996, the demonstration fee program has
proven valuable by almost any metric that you want to use. It’s
brought more revenue into the national parks, and it has begun to
educate park managers about the public acceptance of entrance
and use fees, options for fee collections and the kind of collateral
benefits that increased fee collections or fee collections of any kind
can bring.

The program has also been dynamic in raising a variety of issues
that Congress should address once the program reaches its conclu-
sion. Some of those issues include the appropriate method of inter-
agency revenue-sharing, the appropriateness of specific types of use
and entrance fees, the possibility of eventual fee caps and the dis-
tribution of revenues within the National Park Service.

In my testimony today I want to limit my comments to the Na-
tional Park Service fee program alone, inasmuch as we concentrate
fairly closely on NPS.

First, with regard to entrance fees, I think there’s no question
but that the public has been broadly accepting of the fees that have
been raised at the 100 sites or nearly 100 sites that have been in-
cluded in the demonstration fee program.

Before the program began in 1995 NPCA conducted a national
survey asking the question of the public’s acceptance of fee in-
crease. We found that 70 percent of those surveyed responded they
were not opposed to an increase from an average, at that time, of
$5 per carload for a visit of up to 7 days.

A year later, still before the fee demonstration program began,
we conducted another survey and probed a little bit more deeply
into that, and I think the results here are telling. Based on per per-
son rather than a per carload assessment, we asked at a variety
of different levels what is the public’s tolerance, if you will, to pay
certain increases.
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We found that 56 percent of respondents would support an in-
crease of $5 per person and as support gradually dropped to about
20 percent, that increase rose to about $10 per person.

I don’t think the specific dollar figures here have a tremendous
amount of relevance because we are talking about apples and or-
anges and per person as opposed to per carload and such, but they
do clearly show that there is a limit of public acceptance of fee in-
creases, obviously the higher you go.

So my question would be in this form, and I implore the Com-
mittee to consider how much is too much. Now in some cir-
cumstances in some parks the fees have been doubled or even tri-
pled. In some circumstances that may be well be warranted, but
there clearly are limits. And as the Committee considers where to
go next with regard to the fee program, I think that close consider-
ation ought to be given to exactly what are the upper limits.

Now use fees might be in some circumstances a little bit different
kind of situation. There have been circumstances in the Park Serv-
ice’s program in which use fees have met somewhat more limited
acceptance.

I think the best example is the private boater fees at the Grand
Canyon, and the Private Boaters Association is going to be here
testifying I am sure to that effect today where currently, I believe,
before you even dip an oar in the water, if you are a private boater
and waiting an average of 8 years to get on the river, you pay $200
in waiting fees, if you will, while you are waiting and then another
$100 before you get on the river. So before you ever dip an oar in
the water you’ve paid $300 for the privilege of getting on the river.

That seems a little bit excessive. I don’t necessarily want to
damn the Park Service for exploring this kind of exercise, this kind
of use fee, because I think that’s exactly the purpose of the dem-
onstration fee program, to specifically explore the parameters of
what the public acceptance is and what kinds of fees should and
shouldn’t be charged.

I just would say that as the Committee moves forward with its
consideration of how the fee program has been moving along, they
should look closely at examples of excess and provide some modera-
tion where it’s warranted.

Given the fact that there are clearly some hitches if you will as
the fee program progresses, I wonder if the length of time that’s
been allowed the demonstration program to lay out or to roll out
is really adequate. NPCA would ask that the Committee consider
extending the program for perhaps another 5 years and in fact
broadening the scope for the Park Service beyond the 100 units
that are now authorized to include all units.

Now that doesn’t mean that I am saying all units should charge
fees, but rather the Park Service should be given the authority to
extend it to any and all units they see might work. That way you
can develop a much more sophisticated baseline, again, of what is
and isn’t appropriate, what is and may not be the levels of public
tolerance for fees in specific circumstances before the Congress
steps in and makes the program permanent.

Another question is distribution of fees with the Park Service.
There are a limited number of sites that have had spectacular suc-
cess in the fees that they’ve raised. In fact the Grand Canyon again
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is a good example in which the fees they have collected have ex-
ceeded their operations budget. Now that’s fairly alarming nota-
tion. I think there might be others here today who would say, ‘‘Well
why not cut them free and let them float and not support them
with tax revenues?’’

I would say that for those folks who would make that argument
that they look at the purpose of the fee program which is to ad-
dress the backlog. In the Canyon alone the backlog for mainte-
nance and infrastructure exceeds $15 million, which if you never
added to the backlog would take 10 years to resolve given the cur-
rent fee stream.

On the issue of additional of additional research, the Park Serv-
ice constructed the program as it is essentially in going out to the
units that were charging fees now and gave them an open question
as to how they should proceed.

Before the Congress makes this a permanent program I would
implore that they ask the Park Service to do some more sophisti-
cated analysis, which would explore what are the limits of public
acceptance but also what are the limits of fee collection at which
you start to have some demographic impacts on who can and can-
not go to the national parks.

In no circumstances should we construct a fee program that
would affect the demographics and affect the willingness of any-
body in America to go and use the national parks, no matter what
their economic or social mean.

Lastly, I’d like to say that public fees, use fees, entrance fees are
really only a part of the equation. The Park Service certainly is fac-
ing a broad number of financial issues and has for quite some time.
Public fees are a part of that. When the issue of raising entrance
fees and use fees was first considered in the Congress some years
ago, we came and said then that private fees have to be a part of
this. When I say ‘‘private’’ I mean concessions fees, filming fees,
which the Committee is now addressing.

In the last Congress we again came close on the issue of conces-
sions reform, and I think—and I hope—that before the Congress
moves any further with more public fees or raising the public fees
or making the program permanent, that we would again sit down
and finally resolve the issue of concessions reform.

With that I’d like to conclude my comments with one final ca-
veat. It has been expressed before here, and that’s that the Com-
mittee always keep a close eye on the fact that these fees should
remain supplemental and not supplant existing appropriated funds.
I think there’s broad recognition on the part of the Committee and
I believe on the part of the Congress, but I think that there’s reiter-
ation.

With that I’ll conclude. Thank you very much for the oppor-
tunity.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Voorhes may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you. Appreciate it. Mr. Stavely.
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STATEMENT OF GAYLORD STAVELY, VICE PRESIDENT,
NATIONAL FOREST RECREATION ASSOCIATION

Mr. STAVELEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for the op-
portunity. The National Forest Recreation Association represents
private sector business persons who own or operate, developed sites
such as resorts, lodges, pack stations, campgrounds and marinas on
the national forests for the use and enjoyment of the public. Those
include both public and private facilities.

There are by Forest Service count some 1,700 private businesses
on the forests. Overall they have a multi-billion dollar investment
in structures, facilities and equipment used to serve the visiting
public; and they contribute millions of dollars in privilege fees to
the Federal treasurer every year.

NFRA’s interest in the recreation fee demonstration program
springs from harmful effects the program has already had on a
number of these businesses and could have on them and others in
the future. NFRA is not presently opposed to the recreation fee
demonstration idea. It may be good for a recreation-managing
agency or a unit of that agency to have more than one source of
revenue, and it’s certainly not unfair to ask a visitor to pay for the
use of a facility or an amenity on a national forest.

We do however strongly object to the use of fee demonstration
projects to harm, displace or subrogate concessioner operations.
There has for some time been a faction within the Forest Service
that advocates taking back the visitor services, both public and pri-
vate, that have been concessioned out to the private sector, believ-
ing that the jobs and revenues at those sites would then go to For-
est Service employees. Some in the agency now see fee demonstra-
tion as an income base for taking back those sites and have begun
using it that way.

During the first year we’ve seen fee demonsatration used to dis-
place or subrogate concessioned operations in a number of ways
which include the following: The stripping, shortening or otherwise
changing of an existing permit (for which the Forest Service euphe-
mism is ‘‘permit renegotiation,’’) refusing to renew a permit for
which there is a pattern of past renewals, setting a new fee and
taking the revenue from it while shifting its related maintenance
costs over to a concessioner, pressuring the concessioner to manipu-
late concession fees up or down so the Forest Service fee will seem
less objectionable or more affordable.

Many Forest Service field employees ignored the parameters of
the 1996 fee demonstration authorization. A year ago the Chief of
the Forest Service was finding it necessary to issue a letter to his
regional foresters prohibiting displacement of concessions based on
recreation fee demonstration projects.

The Chief’s letter notwithstanding, new instances of fee dem-
onstration impingements on concessionaires continued to be re-
ported throughout the summer of 1997. By September there was
sufficient concern in the Senate that in a September 18th Colloquy
on the Senate floor Senator John Kyl said that, ‘‘at some fee dem-
onstration sites there appears to be an intent to discontinue reli-
ance on the private sector for delivery of recreation goods and serv-
ices.’’
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Senator Larry Craig cited a new Heritage exhibition program
that essentially puts the Forest Service into the outfitter guide
business. Senator Slade Gorton reiterated that ‘‘concessioner dis-
placement was not an intent of the fee demonstration program.’’

Toward the end of the last session an amendment to the 1988
Appropriations bill was being discussed, to assert the parameters
of fee demonstration. The Forest Service opposed that amendment
on the grounds that they don’t want to relinquish their authority
to take back concessions.

Mr. Chairman, in summary, not enough is yet known about how
or whether fee demonstration funds and appropriated funds can be
blended to assure the continued availability of safe, enjoyable vis-
itor services on the Federal lands. More demonstration is needed
that the fees will be used for resource protection and maintenance
and not as a Forest Service jobs program. More assurances are
needed that the Forest Service cannot use the fee demonstration
program to damage, displace or compete with its concessionaires.

If fee demonstration were permanently authorized and then at
some point the Administration or the Congress were to renege on
earlier promises and treat locally collected fees as an appropriation
offset, we believe the Forest Service would then feel they have a
legislated license to extract as much money as possible from con-
cessionaires without regard for the ability of the private sector to
pay those fees and still continue to provide safe facilities and qual-
ity service.

The Forest Service needs private sector business and financial
help and is likely to need them increasingly in the future. Fee dem-
onstration was sold to the concessioner community on the basis
that it would provide new flexibility to the agencies and attract
more private investment to the improvement of recreation and vis-
itor facilities and services on the public lands.

The effect of fee demonstration thus far has been to discourage
private investment and employee tenure at national forest recre-
ation sites. We would like to see the fee demonstration program or
something like it succeed, but we urge that it not be permanently
authorized at this time or without legislated direction.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Staveley may be found at end of

hearing.]
Mr. HANSEN. Thank you. I appreciate the excellent testimony

from all three of our panelists. I do have some questions, but we’ve
go two more panels to go. We may submit those to you if that’s al-
right. We’d appreciate a response from you. We’ll thank you and
excuse you from the front table there in terms of our next panel.

Mr. James D. Santini, a former Member of Congress from the
National Tour Association; Craig Mackey, Public Policy Liaison,
Outward Bound; Mary Margaret Sloan, Conservation Director of
the American Hiking Society and Holly Fretwell, Research Asso-
ciate, Political Economy Research Center.

If you folks would like to come up and take your places, we’d ap-
preciate it. We appreciate your being with us. Do your best to stay
within your time, I’d appreciate it if you could. We are going to run
out of time for this room, which has got me a little concerned.
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Our former colleague, Mr. Santini, it’s good to see you. We’ll
start with you. Is that all right?

STATEMENT OF JAMES D. SANTINI, WASHINGTON DC REP-
RESENTATIVE, NATIONAL TOUR ASSOCIATION AND FORMER
MEMBER OF CONGRESS

Mr. SANTINI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I’ll do my best. I adhere
to the same clock that Mr. Crandall was speaking to. I offer this
testimony on behalf of the NTA, a Lexington, Kentucky-based
international package travel association of 627 companies.

Over the last 2 years—I should say probably 12 years—NTA has
been working closely with the National Park Service to make dem-
onstration fee programs and public-private cooperation a success.

Most of our associations’ tour operator members regard the na-
tional parks, historic, heritage sites as lifetime experiences for their
group clients who are traveling together for economy, efficiency, se-
curity and social interaction. That is the basis of packaged travel.
For many of America’s senior citizens and school-aged travelers,
this is the only way they will ever be able to share the natural and
historic wonders offered by park destinations.

NTA membership also includes 850 local, state, provincial, des-
tination marketing offices, the convention and visitor bureaus; and
2,255 tourist suppliers that include attractions, hotels, motels, res-
taurants, bus companies, airlines and receptive operators.

In the 1996 Davidson–Peterson Association economic study pack-
aged travel industry generated over $11.6 billion to the U.S. econ-
omy, of which $9.6 billion was spent at the local level.

Today, Mr. Chairman, NTA will respond to your request for over-
sight commentary on the demonstration fee program. At the outset
we applaud the innovative attempt by the U.S. Congress to create
opportunity for public land agencies to apply on-the-ground, real
world experiences in crafting the greatly expanded entrance and
use fee program.

Since the adoption of the fee demonstration program it has been
NTA’s predominant experience that the National Park Service has
established an agency policy to do whatever it can to make the con-
gressionally mandated fee demonstration program succeed.

Regrettably NTA cannot express the same positive experience
with the United States Forest Service during this same demonstra-
tion fee period.

At the Committee’s May 11, 1995 hearing on recreation fees on
public lands, NTA’s President, then Secretary-Treasurer, Keith
Kerfall enunciated four basic appeals to the National Park Service
in adopting any kind of fee program.

First, there should be equitable fee comparison between the indi-
vidual and commercial group visitor. Second, Kerfall pressed for
adequate notice because most tour operator’s package 12 to 18
months in advance. Third, NTA urged the opportunity to be heard
for all impacted individual, group, and recreational park visitors
before the fee is adopted. And finally, Kerfall appealed for uniform
commercial and business use fee structures throughout this 370-
plus units of the national parks.

From the industry’s initial commercial fee crisis of September 19,
1994 in which the National Parks Conservation Associates inciden-
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tally an ally in resolution, to the Yosemite National Park use per-
mit panic of March 1995, the National Park Service has made con-
structive efforts to respond to NTA’s basic fee fairness concerns.

This ongoing communication culminated in the December 1996
announcement of the individual and commercial visitor fee pro-
gram. With that fee program there was certainly an attempt to es-
tablish equity or parity as between the individual visitors and all
other users of the national parks. There was a 12-month deferred
period to enable the tour packager to catch up with the impending
increase in fee. And while all problems with demonstration fee pro-
grams have not been ironed out, all parties have experienced sub-
stantial progress toward the practical implementation of the public-
private goal.

Further, the National Park Service took the NTA 1995 plea for
park uniformity seriously and established the—tier structure sys-
tem. Our park partnership interaction continues with meetings
that continue this last month in Phoenix—Another meeting in the
upcoming month in Phoenix—to work out some of the park fee
problems at the Grand Canyon National Park, as between the var-
ious tiers of commercial entrants.

Mr. Chairman, you asked me to address another realm of less
successful fee demonstration resolution with the ill begotten air
tour commercial fees at Grand Canyon, Haleakala and Hawaiian
volcanoes. These fees were adopted without any industry oppor-
tunity to be heard or even Park Service support testimony by the
former National Park’s authorizing committee in the 1993 budget
reconciliation Act.

I have included in my testimony, Mr. Chairman, an enumeration
of all the fees that are presently being paid as a consequence of op-
erating an air tour to and from the Grand Canyon. The cost per
visitor is anywhere from $20.35 to $24.13, which is double the com-
parative cost for any other park entrant. The largest percentage, 70
percent estimate, air tours do not land and take off from NPS
ground. There is a comparative user inequity for the air tour fee.

The air tour viewer utilizes no services, receives no direct benefit
of any kind. The air tour leaves no footprints, sandwich papers or
evidence of restroom use at the Grand Park or the Hawaiian Park.
It is without a question one of the most environmentally sensitive
ways for a disabled, physically limited, time-constrained visitor to
see the aerial grandeur of both the Grand Canyon and the Hawai-
ian parks.

There is no precedent for an entrance fee for only visual appre-
ciation of a national park. There is a fleeting air noise impact that
has almost been totally eliminated by Public Law 100–91 and
SFAR 50–1. This is proven by the 1993 Park Service survey in
Grand Canyon National Park. Ninety-five percent of the ground
visitors reported no aircraft noise from whatever source. Inter-
ference with their park experience in 1996—only 25 written com-
plaints out of 5 million park visitors about aircraft noise from the
plane.

At least to date no other Federal agency has attempted to start
taxing airspace users for sound impacts. With your direction and
reinforcement, Mr. Chairman, I believe we can find a sensible reso-
lution to the 1999 National Park authorizing legislation.
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Finally, again, speaking to the overall program, Mr. Chairman,
the NTA applauds this unprecedented opportunity to work together
with all the land management agencies. We hope you will author-
ize this partnership problem-solving program for at least 2 more
years beyond the 3-year termination date for the existing program.

Thank you for the opportunity to share my experiences and rec-
ommendations with you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Santini may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you very much. Mr. Mackey.

STATEMENT OF CRAIG MACKEY, PUBLIC POLICY LIAISON,
OUTWARD BOUND

Mr. MACKEY. Good afternoon. I represent Outward Bound USA,
which is a non-profit educational institution and a leader in wilder-
ness and experiential education.

For 37 years Outward Bound has had the privilege of conducting
extended back country expeditions to teach leadership, self-reliance
and wilderness skills.

Quite simply, parks, public lands and wilderness are our class-
room. The Outward Bound system in this country has five wilder-
ness schools and two urban centers. With operations in 25 states
and on scores of Federal resource units, we witness the fully array
of agency policies, procedures and fees.

I represent a leader in wilderness education. I also speak to you
as an outfitter. Outward Bound and other leading educators such
as Wilderness Inquiry and the National Outdoor Leadership School
(NOLS) operate as full commercial users of the public land.

In my comments I will address our support for fees and Outward
Bound’s experience with fees in the fee demonstration experiment,
including the issues of multiple fees, notification on fees, consist-
ency of fees, and the need for equitable fees.

On our support for fees I’ll be brief. Public lands, as I said, are
our classroom. Outward Bound pays fees, probably more fees on
more units than any single entity in the country. We recognize the
need for and the merits of proper administration and maintenance
of our public resources.

That is why outdoor groups such as Outward Bound, NOLS, the
Outdoor Recreation Coalition of America, and others supported the
fee demonstration program.

To talk about the Outward Bound experience with fees, I’ll touch
on four issues. First, multiple fees. Fee demonstration has quite
simply produced fees upon fees. The most I’ve seen paid on a given
unit is five. Four is not uncommon. The usual suspects—franchise
fees, back country and camping fees, entrance and trail head fees,
parking fees and per-head-per-day fees. For each fee the time, point
or method of collection may vary.

Also, as fees increase, we need to remember and ensure that our
Federal lands remain open to all economic classes among the pub-
lic.

The second issue I would mention is notification. When you think
of outfitters, think of small business. We set budgets, establish
costs, market and advertise. At Outward Bound our catalogs go out
a year in advance. The competition is quite simply brutal.
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In one national park we are staring at a new fee that will in-
crease Outward Bound’s costs from $303 in 1997 to over $7,000
this summer. The fee is proposed to start in May. As of this testi-
mony today we have no written notification from the Park Service.

In another example, both Outward Bound and NOLS have had
a van-load of students stranded outside an entry station while our
field instructors located cash to pay a new or increased fee.

The third issue is consistency within each of the agencies. The
discrepancies in how fees are calculated, assessed and paid are diz-
zying. One unit requires a single permit and a single fee for sea
kayaking, mountaineering and ice climbing activities. Another unit
will charge a separate fee for each of those activities.

The fourth issue I would mention is equity. And here I’ll high-
light compliance. Focus on Outward Bound for a minute as a back
country user. Our students comply with fees at a rate of 100 per-
cent. In the case of the BLM and Forest Service, other back coun-
try users typically pay no fees or only voluntary fees. This includes
the public and most institutional groups such as scouts, church
groups and university programs.

If fees are the future, will the agencies find the resources to mon-
itor and manage dispersed recreation such as Outward Bound’s use
or will the outfitter continue to carry the load? If fees are indeed
the future, fee demonstration must answer these and other funda-
mental questions.

In fee demonstration there have been successes. Public accept-
ance is higher where fees are equitable, stay with the resource and
the results from agency-reinvestment are tangible. We know the
Park Service is issuing directive to eliminate some of the duplica-
tive fees that I talked about, and local Forest Service staff re-
vamped a significant per-head-per-day-fee in the boundary waters
based on public and outfitter input.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, many questions remain. Outward
Bound is here today in support of fees and in support of the fee
demonstration experiment. Outward Bound would recommend that
this experiment run its course. It’s too early to make the program
permanent based on 1-year’s performance, and we’d ask that over-
sight activities such as this hearing today and the report that was
submitted on January 31, continue.

And in the future at the appropriate date Outward Bound and
other members of the outfitter community would be happy to sit
down with members of this Committee and help draft permanent
fee legislation.

Thank you for the opportunity.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Mackey may be found at end of

hearing.]
Mr. HANSEN. Thank you. Mary Margaret Sloan, you have the

floor.

STATEMENT OF MARY MARGARET SLOAN, CONSERVATION
DIRECTOR, AMERICAN HIKING SOCIETY

Ms. SLOAN. My name is Mary Margaret Sloan, and I am the con-
servation director for American Hiking Society, a national nonprofit
organization serving 10,000 individual members and the more than
500,000 members of our 120 affiliated clubs.
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American Hiking supports the current recreation fee demonstra-
tion program for a number of reasons. Revenues stay in the unit,
the oft-stated intent that appropriations will not be offset by the
fees, and because the fees address the enormous need for on-the-
ground funding. However, it is our opinion that the demonstration
program is not being implemented with uniform, good success.

The purpose of the demonstration program is to encourage the
land management agencies to creatively implement different fee
collection projects. Some of these projects are just now getting un-
derway. We have not had an opportunity to adequately evaluate
the effectiveness of the fees or how the agencies are spending their
revenues. We urge the Subcommittee to let the demonstration pro-
gram run its course and wait until 1999 or beyond to propose a
permanent program.

In order for this Subcommittee and the Congress to create a suc-
cessful and positive recreation fees program, the concerns of hikers
and other recreationists paying the fee should be carefully consid-
ered. To that end, American Hiking suggests several principles
which can contribute to a successful program, some of which are
a part of the current demonstration program and some which
should be added or changed.

First, the fees must be fair and equitable and not prohibit any-
one from visiting our public lands. Second, the fee collection must
be convenient and not unduly interfere with the recreation experi-
ence sought by the park visitor. Third, any fee system must con-
sider and encourage park volunteers, and fourth, the legislation
should clearly state that fee revenues should not offset general ap-
propriations.

Fees which are assessed against the general public for parks and
forests must be fair and equitable. Multiple layers of fees are oner-
ous and may discourage lower-income Americans from visiting our
public lands. I have excerpted a letter from an AHS member from
Austin, Texas, and I quote:

‘‘May 8, 1997. Perhaps you can’t be of help, but I just need to
know what can be done, if anything. During the first week of
June 1997, I’m taking my oldest daughter, her husband, and
six of their children to the Grand Canyon. My daughter is a
cafeteria aide and her husband is a porter at a local car dealer-
ship. These are obviously low-income people, and it’s because
of my determination that they’re going on this trip at all. I
have already paid $60 for two campsites at Mather Camp-
ground at the Grand Canyon, but I am hoping there is not an
additional entrance fee or per-person fee like I read. Since I’m
also planning on taking them to the Petrified Forest and Paint-
ed Desert, and possibly some other natural parks and monu-
ments on the way there and back, including Carlsbad Caverns
and Guadalupe Mountains, this means additional entrance
fees, et cetera. At any rate, all of these entrance fees will take
a heavy toll on my daughter and her husband.
‘‘Is there anything you can advise me to do to help cut the ex-
pense of this family vacation? We had started planning this
last year, well before the demonstration fees were mentioned,
and my children were rather discouraged when they took ef-
fect.’’
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That’s the end of the letter.
Because of the cumulative fees, this woman did not take her

grandchildren to the Grand Canyon in 1997. This letter dem-
onstrates the need for more sensitivity to those who are less well
off. Even so, this woman’s complaints transcend income. Simplicity
and affordability should be the order of business for the Federal
agencies. Fees, particularly in popular parks like the Grand Can-
yon should be re-evaluated for their impact on lower-income com-
munities.

Entrance and user fees should be reasonable and convenient and
unobtrusive into the hiking and trail experience. Fees should apply
to as wide an area as possible. Regional or statewide fees are opti-
mal.

In November 1997, the Mountaineers, a 15,000-member outdoor
recreation and conservation group based in Washington State,
hosted its second annual user fee conference. Attendees voiced
strong support for a regional fee requirement. They also com-
plained about the current multiplicity of user fees, with a different
sticker required for every trailhead, which leads to frustration,
makes compliance difficult, and will likely result in keeping all but
the wealthiest citizens off of public lands.

All of the land-managing agencies should actively cultivate and
pursue volunteers as one way to offset budget shortfalls and to gen-
erate public support and goodwill.

May I have one more minute to conclude?
Last year, the USDA Forest Service issued a forestwide memo-

randum encouraging the forests to work closely with current volun-
teers when implementing a new fee, and also to use fee waivers to
encourage increased volunteerism. American Hiking thinks fee
waivers for on-the-ground volunteer work will prove to be a useful
tool for the forests.

American Hiking Society feels quite strongly than any revenue
generated from the fees should not be used to offset appropriations.
We hope that this intent will be made clear and prominent in any
recreation fees legislation.

Thank you for the invitation to testify. I look forward to answer-
ing any questions the Subcommittee may have.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Sloan may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you.
Our next, Holly Fretwell, we turn the time to you.

STATEMENT OF HOLLY FRETWELL, RESEARCH ASSOCIATE,
POLITICAL ECONOMY RESEARCH CENTER

Ms. FRETWELL. Thank you. First, I’d like to commend Congress
for creating the fee demonstration program. It is a great step to-
ward self-sufficiency in our popular national parks. The program
has already generated in excess of $45 million for selected national
parks. These parks have been able to keep 80 percent of the new
fee revenues. New legislation offers even greater potential for self-
sufficiency by allowing participants to retain 100 percent of fee rev-
enues.

I’m here today to urge Congress to make additional reform, so
that our popular parks can become totally self-supporting, at least
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operationally. Why self-supporting? Requiring parks to be self-sup-
porting will motivate managers to create more services for visitors,
maintain our parks in better condition, and importantly, to become
financially responsible in this process. Right now we have very lit-
tle incentive for financial responsibility at our parks. Exorbitant
spending for our employee housing and $330,000 outhouses are
simply two examples of wasteful spending in our parks.

It’s not very well-known, but our early national parks were cre-
ated on the premise that they would be operationally self-sufficient.
In 1916, five of our national parks, indeed, were operationally self-
sufficient, with fee revenues exceeding operating expenses.

Here are some of the remaining shortfalls that stand in the way
of our parks to become self-sufficient:

First, only one-fourth of our parks are now part of the fee dem-
onstration program. There are a lot more parks that could be added
to this.

Second, despite the recent fee hikes, entrance fees are still unre-
alistically low in many parks. For example, the Golden Eagle Pass-
port costing only $50, allows a carload of passengers to enter as
many national parks as they like, as many times ad they like in
a single year. This fee could be considerably higher. The Golden
Age Passport allows senior citizens the same right. It costs them
only $10 for an entire lifetime. Now this is a group that is being
subsidized greatly here, and I do believe they are capable of paying
at least a reasonable fee.

Entrance fees at Yellowstone and Yosemite are still fairly low,
even with the fee demonstration program. It costs only $20 for a
family of four to visit Yellowstone for seven consecutive days. In
comparison, that same family would pay $40 to visit Disneyland for
a single day, and they would pay an equivalent or more than the
$20 to see a movie for a day—or for several hours at that. Chang-
ing fees in our parks to reflect market prices would not only raise
revenues in our parks, but it would also begin to address some of
the overcrowding problems that plague our national parks.

Third, we need stronger incentives for park managers to spend
funds wisely. Presently, managers are motivated to spend all the
funds they are allocated. We could change this motivation by allow-
ing cost savings to remain as a future budget enhancement in our
parks.

Our State parks are a great example and show us self-supporting
parks are a realistic goal. There are now 16 State parks that gen-
erate more than half of their operating costs from user fees. New
Hampshire and Vermont are 100 percent self-sufficient in their
park operations. Dramatic changes have taken place in many
parks. Texas and California, for example, have encouraged in-
creased fee revenues and budget cost savings. State parks are be-
coming better stewards of the land, and they are responding to vis-
itor demand. Many parks are making greater efforts to manage the
resource amenities.

Thanks to Congress, the National Park Service is making
progress for autonomy at selected national parks, but further
changes are, indeed, needed. I recommend the following:

Congress should begin by holding appropriations to individual
parks at current levels. Future budget increases would come from
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higher revenues and cost savings. Congress must allow managers
to institute their own fees, taking into account rising demand and
park resources. This could address some of the facts we’ve dis-
cussed today, such as resident and nonresident fees and peak-sea-
son and shoulder fees.

Congress must also allow park managers to keep all costs sav-
ings as an enhancement for subsequent year’s budget. For respon-
sible capital spending, each park should have a park endowment
fund. This could be spent at the discretion of park management for
capital maintenance and improvement. Funds could come from a
portion of concession receipts or user fees or private investment in
the form of bonds.

Again, I would just like to reiterate that allowing parks to be
self-supporting motivates managers to respond to park visitors and
park resources, and at the same time it encourages fiscal responsi-
bility.

Thank you so much for allowing me the opportunity to speak
today.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Fretwell may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you.
The gentlelady from Idaho.
Mrs. CHENOWETH. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. HANSEN. Thank you. That was very interesting testimony.

I’d be very curious how we would work that endowment fund.
We’ve thought about that around here a few times.

I have a few questions, but I’m supposed to get out of this room
in a little while. So if it’s OK with everybody, I’ll dismiss you and
move to the next panel.

Panel No. 4: Mr. Bachrach, Mr. Dingman, and Mr. Coyne. Would
they all come forward, please?

Is that right; is it Bachrach?

STATEMENT OF JOHN CHRISTOPHER BACHRACH, TREASURER
AND BOARD MEMBER, GRAND CANYON PRIVATE BOATERS
ASSOCIATION

Mr. BACHRACH. Bachrach.
Mr. HANSEN. You’re first.
Mr. BACHRACH. I’ve heard way worse.
Mr. Chairman, thank you for this opportunity to share our

thoughts on the demonstration fee special use cost recovery pro-
grams. My name is John Bachrach, and I’ve come from Flagstaff
to represent the Grand Canyon Private Boaters Association. We are
a 501(c)(3) nonprofit corporation that was formed in 1996 to give
a voice to the private, noncommercial, or self-guided river-running
population who, until now, have had no voice in Park Service policy
matters that affect the boating community.

Briefly, I will outline the fees a person must pay in order to con-
duct or participate in a private, self-guided river trip on the Colo-
rado River. These fees include two different authorities: cost recov-
ery and fee demonstration.

First, the cost recovery program: In order to be accepted onto the
Grand Canyon National Park’s wait list, you must pay $100. Then
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to remain on this list until your turn has come up, you will have
to pay $25 per year. The current wait is likely to be 18 years.
Therefore, you will pay a total of $550 before you ever see the
river. When you’re finally able to launch, you’ll pay another $200.

Second, the demonstration fees: Under this authority, you and
each participant in your trip will pay $10 for entry into the park
and $4 per night for every night spent in the park. Combined,
these river-running fees constitute a 1,200 percent increase and
were implemented with no public input.

Before the Grand Canyon Private Boaters Association could sup-
port continued advocation or further expansion and implementation
of the fee demonstration program, we would need to be assured
that the program meets several important criteria. They are as fol-
lows:

One, fees must be applied equitably and fairly to all persons,
businesses, and corporate entities engaged in similar activities on
America’s public lands.

Two, fees must not be used as a tool to limit access to America’s
public lands or waterways.

Three, fees must be consistent in both their assessment and ad-
ministration.

As a group, we are very concerned that the fee demonstration
program does not currently pass any of these fairness tests. In the
case of the Grand Canyon River-running, fees are not presently ap-
plied fairly to all users engaged in similar activities. Most of our
members and the private boaters we have surveyed have no objec-
tion to paying their fair share of the park’s operating costs. In con-
trast to the collected noncommercial fees, fees paid by the commer-
cial outfitters are not used to recover the Park Service’s manage-
ment expenses. Outfitters pay franchise fees, and in the case of the
Grand Canyon, river-runners pay—river outfitters pay into the Col-
orado River Fund. Neither of these is used to offset river operations
costs.

Consequently, outfitter patrons pay no fees directly to the park.
A system that provided for the commercial patrons to pay the same
fees for similar uses as the self-guided, in our view, would be a fair
system.

The imposition of fees has apparently been used as a tool to limit
access for the private boater in the Grand Canyon. The Depart-
ment of Interior’s press releases assure the public that they would
be involved in the development of the fee demonstration program
process, but as far as the Grand Canyon is concerned, not one pub-
lic hearing was conducted before the announcement and implemen-
tation of the new fee structure. This sudden and enormous fee in-
crease took the boating public by surprise and resulted in slowing
the growth rate of the park’s wait list by 30 percent.

In 1998, for the first time in the history of the Colorado River
running, the total number of hopefuls on the wait list declined by
more than 1,000. This is the number of people out of 6,000 who did
not renew their names on the waiting list. If the point of raising
the price was to discourage self-guided use of the Canyon, then the
fee demonstration program has been a success.

The long wait, coupled with the high fees, has nurtured the feel-
ing among the river community that the annual fee is actually a
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penalty meant to discourage them from future participation. Cur-
rent and former Park Service employees at the Grand Canyon have
stated that they felt fee demonstration charges were being used to
curb the growth of the park’s private boating wait list. Park staff
had calculated an attrition rate of up to 30 percent for the non-
commercial boating wait list.

The current fee demonstration program is inconsistent and un-
fair when compared with other fee programs imposed on public
lands. Comparing the use of public lands by cows to humans would
seem ridiculous, but those of us living in the West know from sim-
ple observation that overgrazing by itself causes more damage to
the resources in question than wilderness use by most humans.
Boaters and hikers are now paying $4 per night for every night
they spend in the Grand Canyon. Presently, it costs less than $10
for a cow to spend a year in the wilderness. This comparison looks
even more extreme when fitted into the larger picture that includes
annual fees for mining, logging, and other resource-consuming ac-
tivities that take place on public lands.

Additionally, we are concerned with the classification of river-
running at Grand Canyon National Park as a special use and the
precedent that special use classification may set for other low-im-
pact, human-powered activity on public lands. Because Grand Can-
yon National Park has classified noncommercial river-running as a
special park use, the park attempts to recover 100 percent of the
cost of managing this use, in contrast to other park activities,
which receive almost all their funding from the park’s general
fund.

Special park use includes activities that are outside of the nor-
mal range of activities in a park—for example, holding a wedding
ceremony or filming a movie. Historically speaking, one of the first
uses of what eventually became Grand Canyon National Park
began with river-running and a character named John Wesley Pow-
ell. A river trip on the Colorado is a special experience for sure, but
river-running is definitely not outside the normal range of activi-
ties in the park, and therefore, we feel that it is not a special use.

In closing, before private boaters can support the fee demonstra-
tion program, we need to be sure that the criteria for fairness is
in place. We once again submit the following as guidelines:

One, fees must be applied fairly to all users engaged in similar
activities.

Two, fees must not be used as a tool to limit access.
And, three, administration of fees must be consistently assessed

to all resource users.
We sincerely thank Representative Hansen’s office for this oppor-

tunity to present our perspective.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Bachrach may be found at end

of hearing.]
Mr. HANSEN. Thank you very much. That’s an interesting com-

parison you had there.
Mr. BACHRACH. Thank you.
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Dingman?
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT DINGMAN, AMERICAN
MOTORCYCLIST ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. DINGMAN. Mr. Chairman, my name is Robert Dingman, and
I’m the Washington representative of the American Motorcyclist
Association, an organization with over 222,000 motorcycle enthu-
siast members. I have a written statement, which I will summa-
rize, and ask that it be included as part of the official hearing
record.

Derrick Crandall discussed five essential principles which must
be contained in any recreation fee proposal. We would like to lend
our voice to the call for a fee program which contains those ele-
ments.

Many of the fees imposed under the recreational fee demonstra-
tion program, however, have not met the essential criteria that the
fees be coherent and integrated. My comments pertain specifically
to the U.S. Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management,
as the other agencies don’t provide recreational opportunities for
off-highway vehicle enthusiasts.

Several States have for many years had user fee programs that
are funded by the payment of registration fees for off-highway vehi-
cles, and a small percentage of State motor fuel tax, which are re-
turned in the form of grants to various land management entities,
including Federal land management agencies, for the development,
operation, and maintenance of recreational facilities.

For example, as Mrs. Chenoweth already mentioned, the State of
California has perhaps the best-known such program, which is
commonly referred to as the Green Sticker Program, named for the
registration sticker required on vehicles ridden in areas funded by
the program.

Both the U.S. Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment are beneficiaries of the program. According to data provided
by the Off-Highway Vehicle Division of the California Department
of Parks and Recreation, over the last several years Federal land
management agencies have received an average in excess of $10
million per year in grants from the Green Sticker Program. An-
other such program can be found in the State of Utah. According
to Utah’s Department of State Parks and Recreation, the income
generated in 1997 from both the $12.50-per-year off-highway vehi-
cle registration fee and a portion of the State motor fuel tax is in
excess of $1.2 million. Of this amount, $175,000 was available in
1997 to Federal agencies for grants to off-highway vehicle facilities.
The Forest Service applied for, and received, just $74,000 of this
money. The BLM didn’t even apply for any grants, leaving over
$100,000 unexpended. With this amount available to land manage-
ment agencies going unexpended, it doesn’t seem necessary to im-
pose any additional fees on the off-highway vehicle community.

When the AMA last provided testimony on the subject of the im-
position of fees at public recreation facilities, we expressed a lack
of confidence in the ability and willingness of the land management
agencies to conduct a program which provided the necessary pro-
tection against the duplication of fees. We cautioned against pro-
viding the agencies the latitude to impose a redundant fee on the
user group already paying for access to a particular facility, simply
because it was easy to charge them again.
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The progress report on the fee demonstration program has prov-
en our concerns to be well-founded. When the Forest Service and
the BLM issued their initial proposals for areas to be included in
the fee demonstration program, both proposed to charge fees at
some of the most popular off-highway vehicle areas, ranging from
$3 to $10 per day per area, while continuing to submit grant re-
quests from State-imposed user fee programs that amount to an av-
erage of $1 million per grant per area. That’s right; our worse fears
were realized.

Consider, if you will, the motor fuel tax and the registration fee
comprising two layers of fees. The agency has proposed to impose
what amounts to a third layer of fees on a single group of users
who has been paying their way all along. As you can imagine, the
outcry from the off-highway vehicle community was intense. As a
result of this outcry, some of the most popular areas in the Cali-
fornia desert district, managed by the BLM, were temporarily
taken off the list. I understand, however, that they are slated to
be reproposed in the near future.

In fact, over the President’s Day weekend, fliers were apparently
distributed by the BLM which announced that fees would be im-
posed beginning this April at the popular off-highway vehicle area,
Imperial Sand Dunes Recreation Area. This area already receives
nearly three-quarters of a million dollars a year from the California
Green Sticker program. The Forest Service only gave the off-high-
way vehicle community lip service when it came to discussing the
areas they had proposed for inclusion in the pilot program, which
were already being funded with user fees. They publicly expressed
a willingness to evaluate the areas they had chosen, but never took
any areas off the list.

One good example of this is the so-called Enterprise Forest, or
the Southern Province Forest, comprised of the four national for-
ests in southern California. The situation on the Enterprise Forest
illustrates the third layer of fees that the off-highway vehicle com-
munity has been asked to pay. Since the demonstration program,
in addition to needing a green sticker on their vehicles, off-highway
vehicle enthusiasts have needed to purchase an adventure pass in
order to park their trucks and tow vehicles in staging areas that
were built and maintained with Green Sticker dollars.

Recently, an AMA affiliate, the Central Coast Motorcycle Asso-
ciation, held a Sunday event in Los Padres National Forest—if I
might, I have just a little bit more—held a Sunday event in the Los
Padres National Forest, one of the Enterprise Forest units. Forest
Service agents were on hand to sell the adventure passes to early
arrivals on Saturday, but due to the popularity of the event, the
agents ran out of permits early Saturday afternoon. The Forest
Service could not find any agents willing to work on Sunday to sell
the passes, but did manage to find law enforcement officers willing
to write tickets to every attendee. Even those who had managed to
buy a pass on Saturday before the supply was depleted were not
left out. The passes were for calendar days, not for 24-hour periods.
Since they had by then spent the night camping out in the forest,
the unlucky participants were now in violation.

Neither the Forest Service nor the Bureau of Land Management
has done an acceptable job of ensuring that the fees they impose
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are coherent and integrated. The AMA would only support permit
fee authority for the land management agencies provided that safe-
guards were put in place to ensure that our essential criteria are
met.

Perhaps permanent fee authority could be provided in a manner
which would allow fees imposed by States and then transferred to
Federal agencies in the form of grants to be scored as a fee gen-
erated by a land management agency for the purposes of satisfying
their responsibility for developing revenue from fees.

The challenge for land management agencies, it seems to me, is
to develop innovative ways of collecting fees from visitors to the fa-
cilities they manage, who have not traditionally been asked to pay
for the privilege of visiting those facilities. Instead of meeting this
challenge to their fullest potential, the Forest Service and the Bu-
reau of Land Management have, from our perspective, taken the
easy way out and imposed fees on individuals from whom they
have already figured out a way to get fees.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments as part
of the official hearing record today. I’d be happy to answer ques-
tions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Dingman may be found at end
of hearing.]

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you very much.
Mr. Coyne?

STATEMENT OF ALASDAIR COYNE, CONSERVATION
DIRECTOR, KEEP THE SESPE WILD

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Chairman, it is my honor to appear before you
today, to discuss Forest Service access fees, and my responsibility
to inform you that this well-intentioned program threatens many
of the principles held dear by Congress and the Forest Service,
while eroding public confidence in the government’s ability to serve
our common good.

In several decades of civic activism, I have never seen so many
people so outraged at a government program. The program is up-
setting a great number of people, far out of proportion to the mini-
mal fees collected. Democrats are upset at the commercializing of
public land. Republicans are upset about the inefficiency of a pro-
gram rooted in the idea of running government like a business.
Hunters and fishermen are incensed at an additional fee on top of
their licenses. Hikers are upset at the very principle of being forced
to pay, to enter our National Forests. As one outdoor enthusiast
was quoted in The Ventura County Star, ‘‘The Adventure Pass has
proven wildly unpopular with forest users.’’ I have always believed
that Forest Service lands belonged to all Americans. How meaning-
ful is the land of the free, when they are charging us just to walk
in our National Forests?’’

I believe that this fee-for-access program should be abandoned
out of respect for the 100-year tradition of free and unfettered ac-
cess to our National Forests. I believe that this is a principle truly
worth fighting for.

Let me make a few important points about the Progress Report
you received in January. This program is not generating nearly the
funds projected, nor does it apply the funds that are raised to For-
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est maintenance, as promised. The Forest Service stated when this
program was initiated, that it would generate a wealth of new rev-
enues and would allow ‘‘80 percent of all the fees collected to go
into the recreation maintenance budget of the National Forest
where collected.’’

The best attempt at whitewashing cannot cover the fact that this
is a tremendously inefficient program. Despite its lofty goals, a
mere third of the fees collected were available for recreation facili-
ties in southern California, after the first summer. For Los Padres
Forest, next to my home, Forest Service documents put that figure
at only 12 percent. This is despite the fact that the costs of the pro-
gram have been severely underestimated and do not include the
considerable dedication of time by district rangers, recreation offi-
cers, and Forest police, whose salaries are not subsidized by the
fees.

The Report does not indicate how much of the fee income went
to staffing and enforcement, often the largest expenditure. In fact,
the Report is not even clear on how much was collected through
these fees. The Forest Service has two sets of figures for fee re-
ceipts in 1997 in the same Report: $9.9 million and $8.7 million,
for the same period of time.

Forest Service usage figures are also inconsistent. The Report
states that fee demonstration sites totaled only 4 percent of total
1997 visitation. The Forest Service has elsewhere estimated that
California represents 22 percent of nationwide Forest recreation
use. How, then, can it be that the four participating southern Cali-
fornia Forests, covering half of the State’s population, can comprise
only a fraction of 4 percent of total visitation? The Forest Service
simply has no idea about true usage rates, and dangerously less
about the impact of this unpopular program on those rates.

The anecdotal evidence is strong that this program is generating
distrust of the Forest Service and disuse of the Forests. Any survey
which concludes that the majority of Forest users support access
fees is a work of fiction. Evidence supposedly based on comment
cards, cannot hope to capture the opinion of most users, when the
majority of users are not estimated to be complying with the pro-
gram.

The Report calls for the development of a customer communica-
tions package. Meaning the need to find a better way to sell some-
thing to the public that it clearly doesn’t want to buy. Forest Serv-
ice materials now refer to us as ‘‘customers,’’ and Forest Service
Chief of Staff Francis Pandolfi says, speaking of recreation, ‘‘For
the first time, we are selling a product.’’

But the public already owns the land. We don’t want to buy it
back a la carte. We expect Congress and the Forest Service to man-
age it without doubly taxing us through both access fees and an-
nual Federal income taxes.

Here the Report gives the lie to the entire fee-for-access program.
The maintenance backlog for the Forest Service is currently esti-
mated at $1 billion. Expected contributions to this backlog from the
40 participating sites for 1998, will constitute only 0.38 percent of
the backlog. At that rate, this program will take over 250 years to
successfully replace the failed responsibility of Congress to ade-
quately fund Forest recreation facilities.
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Forest users are not dumb. We are willing to pay more for camp-
ground facilities, but not to surrender all Forest access while the
Forest Service loses approximately $400 million a year through
road building and below-cost timber sales to logging corporations.
It is impossible to miss the corporate interest in privatizing the
Forests and ‘‘Disneyfying’’ public lands through concessionaire
rights.

What is difficult to understand is the need to surrender the pub-
lic trust to these corporations. Government should be efficient, but
it cannot hope to be a business. Forest rangers should not be meter
maids, and their Supervisors should not be PR flacks. The Forest
Service mission is, frankly, more important than any commercial
enterprise. It begins with protecting the land and ends with ena-
bling everyday Americans to enjoy nature without commercializa-
tion. When Congressman Jim McClure of Idaho warned that people
would not want to pay to see the sun-set, he hit the nail on the
head.

Mr. Chairman, you are here today because you have dem-
onstrated, with members of this Subcommittee, great skill in read-
ing the public mind and responding to its will. It is my belief that
my presence before you can help serve that purpose by bearing wit-
ness to an unpopular, unsuccessful program that is unworthy of
your continued support.

I thank you for your time, and hope to commend your good judg-
ment.

I will leave for the record these 14,500 petition signatures
against Forest access fees, collected from the San Bernardino For-
est.

Thank you.
[Signatures are on file at the Committee office.]
[The prepared statement of Mr. Coyne may be found at end of

hearing.]
Mr. HANSEN. Thank you. We appreciate your comments, Mr.

Coyne.
I know many of you have reduced your testimonies to stay close

to the time. We appreciate that. Feel free to submit to us, though,
whatever you may have.

It’s very difficult to come up with a way to analyze all of these
things and take care of all the needs of all the public lands, and
it’s not an easy task. So we’ll muddle our way along. Hopefully, we
can do something fairly right, and see where we go. Keep in mind
there’s 535 people up here that will have a hand in this. So we’ll
hope it comes out right and is fair to the American taxpayers.

All of you have made excellent point, and I really truly appre-
ciate it. Thank you for coming. I know it’s sometimes frustrating
to come to these hearings. You wait while we go out for votes and
you’re cutoff on time. That’s the frustrations of Congress; we go
through the same thing.

I thank you all for being here and appreciate your testimony.
And this hearing will now stand adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 12:53 p.m., the Subcommittee adjourned subject

to the call of the Chair.]
[Additonal material submitted for the record follows.]
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STATEMENT OF JOHN BERRY, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR POLICY, MANAGEMENT AND
BUDGET

Thank you Chairman Hansen and members of the Committee. I am pleased to
talk with you about our experiences, mostly positive I might add, as we have imple-
mented the Recreational Fee Demonstration Program over the last year and a half.
As you know, this program has been a joint effort on the part of three bureaus with-
in the Department of the Interior and the Department of Agriculture’s Forest Serv-
ice. These agencies manage a variety of resources under a variety of authorities.
Yet, for this experiment, they have worked closely and have found that they have
a great deal in common.

Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement that summarizes our experience. I
will be pleased to answer any questions to the best of my ability. With me are
Maureen Finnerty, Associate Director of the National Park Service for Park Oper-
ations and Education, Dr. Richard Coleman, Director of Refuges for the Fish and
Wildlife Service, and Roger Schmitt, Group Manager for Recreation in the Bureau
of Land Management. Each of these persons has a working knowledge of the day-
to-day operation of the fee demonstration program and may be able to address more
specific questions.

Quality service to the public and accountability are two primary themes for my
tenure with the Department of the Interior. Quality service to the public demands
that, when we charge a fee for the public to enjoy and recreate in our special nat-
ural and cultural areas, the value of the recreation experience is equivalent to or
exceeds the fee.

Accountability demands that we use recreation fee revenues wisely and in a way
that enhances the quality of our visitors’ experience. I am working closely with the
bureaus in the Department of the Interior to develop approaches to priority setting
so that we give priority to those projects that affect the public’s or our employees’
health and safety. I am confident that recreational fees in our Federal
recreationsites remain a ‘‘bargain’’ and I am pleased with the progress we are mak-
ing in applying fee revenues to projects that reduce our maintenance backlog.

Visitor response to the demonstration fees has been positive. Both the National
Park Service and the USDA Forest Service conducted surveys to assess visitor reac-
tions during the first full year of the Recreational Fee Demonstration Program.
Overall, 83 percent of national park visitors surveyed said that they were either sat-
isfied with the fees they paid or thought the fees were too low. In the Forest Service,
over 64 percent of people who completed a survey card said that the opportunities
and services they experienced were at least equal to the fee they paid.

We believe that the strong support, so early in the program, is primarily because
the fee revenues have not been offset by reduced appropriations, and because re-
ceipts remain in the recreation areas in which they were collected, to be used to im-
prove visitor services and to protect resources. Our visitors seem to be responding
with greater care of the recreation resources, for there is increasing evidence that
incidents of vandalism have decreased in areas where we collect recreation fees.

We also believe that much of this public acceptance came about because we in-
volved and communicated with the public early in the process in a variety of ways.
There was a lot of national press, of course, and a surprisingly large proportion of
positive and supportive editorials in the newspapers. At the local levels, our agen-
cies spent a great deal of effort working with the public through formal communica-
tion plans, news releases, meetings with local community leaders, constituent
groups and advisory councils, information leaflets, explanatory videos, open houses,
public workshops, comment cards, and signs and bulletin boards. These efforts were
important to the success of the Recreational Fee Demonstration Program.

Though the fee authorities under the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act
have for many years applied to several Federal agencies, interagency cooperation
has blossomed under the Recreational Fee Demonstration Program. The partici-
pating agencies have established a record of cooperation that I believe is unprece-
dented in the arena of recreation fees. This is true not only among bureaus of the
Department of the Interior, but also with the Department of Agriculture’s Forest
Service.

Throughout the process of implementing the program, fee managers from the four
agencies held regular meetings to discuss progress, approaches, problems, and solu-
tions. They have developed common approaches for evaluating the fee program.
They have initiated a number of joint projects with each other, and with states and
counties.

Mr. Chairman, I could go into great detail about our accomplishments, but these
are already described in the joint Interior-Agriculture progress report to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Interior. Copies were made available to
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members of this Committee. Let me simply highlight some of the findings in that
report.

First, a very large majority of visitor levels have been sustained during the initial
year of the new fees. Our Federal recreation resources are truly public treasures.
Accordingly, we must be concerned that we don’t unwittingly price the American
public out of the use of their resources. The initial data that we have on visitation
during the first full year of the program indicate that fees appear to have a neg-
ligible impact on visitation levels. Of course, we will not be satisfied with the results
of a single year’s experience. We will continue to evaluate visitation as it relates
to fees. We will look at those sites where visitation increased and those where visi-
tation went down, and try to determine why. We will also try to determine whether
certain income, ethnic or other groups are affected by the fees.

Second, recreation fee revenues have increased significantly in all four agencies
administering the Recreational Fee Demonstration Program. Between fiscal year
1996 and fiscal year 1997, recreational fee revenues increased by 57 percent in the
National Park Service, by 35 percent in the Fish and Wildlife Service, and by 11
percent in the Bureau of Land Management. We expect further revenue increases
during fiscal year 1998. The U.S. Forest Service has also experienced significant
revenue increases. This is good news, for it identifies a new source of revenue, in
addition to public appropriations, that will allow us to improve visitor services.

Third, the agencies are evaluating a wide variety of types of fees. Some are vari-
ations of entrance fees, ranging from the individual and carload fees that are typi-
cally collected at an entrance kiosk, to the Golden Eagle passport, unit-specific an-
nual passes, and also multi-unit passes that allow entry into several sites of the
same Federal agency or several sites operated by different Federal, state and local
agencies. We also are evaluating several types of user fees, for such uses as parking,
hunting, camping, boat launching, dumping of sanitary wastes from recreation vehi-
cles, and outfitter and expedition fees.

Fourth, the agencies are evaluating a wide variety of methods for collecting fees,
from the typical ‘‘ranger in the kiosk’’ to automated collection machines, and collec-
tion by mail. We are looking at using different parties for collecting fees, including
our own employees, partnership arrangements with other agencies, using volun-
teers, and consignment sales by vendors, concessionaires, and other private entities
inside and outside of the recreation area boundaries. We have many instances in
which fees are being collected under an honor system on a self-serve basis. What
we learn will help us to design efficient and effective ways of collecting fees in the
future.

Fifth, the agencies have found that some of the initial collection costs for new fees
are higher than expected, and certainly higher than they will be over the long run.
The reason for these higher costs is largely the startup and capital costs for new
fees that include kiosks, entrance stations, and new equipment and supplies. The
agencies are working on approaches to amortize capital expenditures over their use-
ful life, which will give an accurate representation of their annual impact on collec-
tion costs. In addition, the agencies will look for ways to reduce the cost of fee collec-
tion. Cost effectiveness may not always be possible. In some sites, for example, the
particular mix of low visitation and multiple access points may make it impractical
to institute any fees at all.

Finally, the agencies have begun the process of financing maintenance backlog
projects. Considering that we are only now into the second full year of the Rec-
reational Fee Demonstration Program, and that many of the revenues were only
available to the demonstration sites toward the end of fiscal year 1997, the partici-
pating agencies have begun a significant number of projects that will reduce the
backlog maintenance requirements and provide public service enhancements at
their recreation sites. I refer you to the initial lists of backlog projects that are de-
tailed in the Appendix section of our report to Congress.

I would like to highlight some examples of the types of backlog projects that are
underway using Recreational Fee Demonstration Program revenues. Yellowstone
National Park is rehabilitating deteriorated electronic infrastructure for safety and
resource protection, repairing utility systems, replacing deteriorated docks, rehabili-
tating trails and overlooks, interpretive exhibits and backcountry campsites, and re-
storing the Turbid Lake road. At Chincoteague National Wildlife Refuge in Virginia,
the Fish and Wildlife Service is revising and updating kiosks to facilitate better vis-
itor orientation, constructing hands-on environmental education learning centers,
and installing photo blinds to enhance opportunities for wildlife viewing and photog-
raphy. In Paria Canyon, on the Arizona-Utah border, the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment used fee revenues to maintain and upgrade sanitation facilities at trailheads.

The Recreational Fee Demonstration Program has been a positive experience for
the participating agencies. The agencies agree that long-term implementation of this
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fee program is desirable. We wish, however, to emphasize our strong desire that any
permanent authority should not take effect until after the current temporary au-
thority expires at the end of fiscal year 1999. The test is entering its second full
year, and our current findings and observations are preliminary. The full evaluation
of the program will not be completed until March 1999. Yet, even at this early stage,
we are pleased with the results, and would like to design a program that builds on
our positive experience in implementing the demonstration effort. The Administra-
tion proposed permanent fee authority as part of the President’s fiscal year 1999
Budget, with the pay-as you-go costs offset within the overall budget, and stands
ready to work with Congress to enact this legislation.

There are several elements that we would recommend for permanent legislation.
These elements are presented in more detail in the report, but I wish to highlight
some of them. First, we would emphasize the need for flexibility to tailor fees to
meet specific management and visitor needs. Recreation facilities, resources, and
primary users are not alike from agency to agency, and even within agencies. When
it comes to designing fee programs in the face of such differences, we simply caution
that one size does not fit all. At the same time, of course, we don’t want to burden
the recreating public with a confusing array of fees. But we should have the flexi-
bility to balance the needs of the recreation resources with those of the user.

Second, we think it is crucial to recognize the importance of incentives in the de-
sign of recreation fees. The provision in the demonstration program that fees be ap-
plied to on-site backlogged maintenance projects provides a substantial incentive for
recreation managers to collect fees and to keep the cost of fee collection down. It
also appears that the public is highly supportive of this provision. People seem
much more willing to pay the fees if they know the revenues will directly benefit
the resources that they enjoy.

Third, the provision that allows agencies to utilize the revenues over more than
a single fiscal year can help agencies do long-range backlog reduction planning, and
to implement these plans in a systematic way. The assurance of multi-year funding
also strengthens agencies’ ability to enter into partnership arrangements with states
or non-governmental entities so that backlog reduction becomes a community effort.
Such funding stability encourages long-term planning, including investment in more
efficient fee collection infrastructure.

Finally, we believe that the provision that sets aside some of the fee revenues for
addressing broader agency priorities would be an important element of permanent
legislation. We caution that a fixed formula that returns a high percentage of rev-
enue to the collecting site could, over the long run, create undesirable inequities
within an agency. We need to consider this possibility in determining the appro-
priate balance between the needs of the fee collection site with the backlog mainte-
nance needs of the entire agency.

In our final report at the end of March, 1999, we will be able to provide to Con-
gress much more detailed findings on visitors, management issues, revenue poten-
tial, impact of fees on communities and the less fortunate, and other issues. I be-
lieve that this information will help the agencies in implementing permanent fee au-
thority to maximize public service and accountability.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I or my colleagues will be happy to answer any ques-
tions you may have.

STATEMENT OF LYLE LAVERTY, REGIONAL FORESTER, ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGION
FOREST SERVICE, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: I am pleased to be here today
to discuss how the Forest Service is implementing the recreational fee demonstra-
tion program. I am accompanied by Greg Super, the national Recreation Fee Dem-
onstration Program Coordinator for the Forest Service.

Every year, almost 95 percent of all Americans engage in some sort of outdoor
recreation. As the largest single supplier of public outdoor recreation, the National
Forest System hosted over 850 million visits to its 191 million acres of national for-
ests and grasslands in fiscal year 1997. People are drawn to national forests for a
variety of activities, including white water rafting, hiking, camping at developed
sites, skiing, sightseeing, mountain bike riding, and seeking the solitude of the
primitive backcountry.

Demands for recreation opportunities are becoming increasingly complex. Forest
visitors include more senior citizens, people of diverse ethnic backgrounds, urban
dwellers, and people with disabilities. To meet this demand, we need more special-
ized resources to provide the quality experiences our visitors expect. While our fiscal
year 1999 budget request increases for recreation, appropriations have remained
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static while demand has increased. Increasingly, we must meet our recreation objec-
tives through creative and innovative approaches, such as the recreational fee dem-
onstration program and working jointly with our partners and through volunteers.

Outdoor recreation and tourism play a significant role in the national economy
and are key to the economies of many local communities. Spending by recreation
visitors contributes billions of dollars to the Nation’s Gross Domestic Product and
thousands of jobs. In addition to receipts from the recreation fee demonstration pro-
gram, other revenues from National Forest System recreation fees exceed $45.2 mil-
lion annually. Outdoor recreation provides the largest contribution to national eco-
nomic activity of any National Forest System program.

From fiscal year 1994 to fiscal year 1998, the Agency’s recreation budget averaged
$217 million annually, but total annual needs for operation, maintenance, backlog
reductions, and capital investments are much higher. We need additional resources
to meet demands for activities as diverse as managing caves and wild and scenic
rivers, providing more interpretive services, and trail maintenance. In fiscal 1997,
the recreational fee demonstration program provided a much needed $8 million to
address critical resource needs and enhance customer services. We expect the fees
collected to increase significantly this year. For these reasons, the Forest Service
strongly supports the recreation fee demonstration program (RFDP), an essential
part of meeting the increased demand for quality recreation facilities and services
to the public. It is critically important that base level appropriations funding con-
tinue in conjunction with the RFDP to demonstrate a clear added value to the public
for their fees.

Now let me turn to the implementation of the recreational fee demonstration pro-
gram.
Recreational Fee Demonstration Program

Congress authorized the landmark recreational fee demonstration program in fis-
cal year 1996 through enactment of the Omnibus Consolidation Appropriations Act
for Fiscal Year 1996. The RFDP authorizes the USDA Forest Service, and the Na-
tional Park Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Bureau of Land Man-
agement of the Department of the Interior to test the collection, retention, and rein-
vestment of new recreation admission and user fees on up to 100 projects in each
Agency. Before the RFDP, the Forest Service was limited to charging user fees at
a limited number of developed sites and none of the collections were retained for
Forest Service use. This new authority was a major positive departure from histor-
ical practice. Initially, the RFDP authority allowed agencies to retain all of the new
fees in excess of a fiscal year 1995 base figure, with 80 percent of the retained fees
to be used at the sites where they were collected, and 20 percent to be distributed
nationally to any site under the jurisdiction of the collecting agency. However, the
fiscal year 1998 Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act removed the base
year requirement, thus allowing the agencies to retain all recreation fee revenues
from the fee demonstration projects, not just the revenues in excess of the fiscal
year 1995 collections, greatly increasing our ability to improve recreational sites and
services. The demonstration authority expires at the end of fiscal year 1999, with
receipts being available to complete projects through September 30, 2002.

The Forest Service began to agressively implement the RFDP in June, 1996, as
indicated in the interagency report recently provided to Congress. By the end of fis-
cal year 1997, with 40 projects collecting funds, receipts from the RFDP grossed well
over $8 million. An additional 45 projects will begin collections in fiscal years 1998
and 1999. Projects are being tested in 28 states in all regions of the country, includ-
ing Puerto Rico.

The agency is testing a variety of fees in both developed and dispersed recreation
areas. Based on survey results, public acceptance is increasing over time as people
adjust to the new fees and begin to see results.
Project Selection and Approval

As I previously mentioned, the Forest Service had 40 approved projects collecting
fees in the RFDP in fiscal year 1997; 45 additional projects have been approved and
will be operational over the next 2 years. Before we approve the projects, we develop
a business plan and a communications plan describing the project and how we plan
to use the additional fees, we evaluate local community effects, estimate the startup
costs and the cost to improve the project, explain the fee calculation rationale, in-
volve the public in the planning process, and develop customer service feedback
mechanisms.

Along with the RFDP came more responsibility and the need for tight fiscal ac-
countability. In order to track accurately the RFDP funds, the agency had to incor-
porate new collection and cash management procedures, and improve local and na-
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tional accounting systems to report revenue and expenses by project, forest, and
type of recreation activity.
Recreation Backlog and Enhancements

The House Appropriations Committee directed us to use the revenues from this
program primarily to reduce the maintenance backlog and provide public service en-
hancements. The Forest Service currently has a deferred maintenance backlog for
recreation facilities and trails estimated at about $1 billion. This backlog continues
to grow each year with ever-increasing use pressures and insufficient operations and
maintenance resources. We spent $638,500 of RFDP collections in fiscal year 1997,
addressing less than one-tenth of 1 percent of the total deferred maintenance back-
log. We expect the RFDP revenues generated in fiscal year 1998 will address an ad-
ditional $3.9 million of recreation and trails backlog.

Addressing the backlog component is a priority for this Administration, which is
why the President included the President’s Environmental Resources Fund for
America Initiative in his fiscal year 1999 budget. Such an initiative would help ad-
dress the deferred maintenance backlog in Forest Service facilities and provide in-
creases for such activities as restoration and replacement of water and sanitation
facilities at major recreation sites and trails. The President’s budget also proposes
making the fee authority permanent, which will help ensure that reducing the de-
ferred maintenance backlog will continue to receive high priority.
Interagency Coordination

The RFDP has provided a unique opportunity for close coordination and collabora-
tion between the four agencies implementing the program. National fee managers
hold regular meetings to share information and provide common guidance for col-
lecting public feedback, so that each agency’s evaluations are comparable for imple-
menting joint projects.

Working jointly across jurisdictional boundaries has proven to be very effective
and less burdensome and confusing to the public. All four agencies are proud that
we were able to produce a quality interagency progress report to Congress on the
RFDP in a timely manner.
Lessons Learned

Mr. Chairman, one important characteristic of the fee program is that it is a
‘‘test’’ which has allowed the Forest Service the flexibility to be innovative, while
making needed adjustments based on public concerns and experience. Since we
began testing the RFDP in June 1996, we have learned that most of our visitors
accept paying fees if the majority of those fees are returned to the local project and
visible results are evident quickly.

While we have had many successes, there have also been some challenges. An ex-
ample of a problem we faced was making the distinction between admission fees and
user fees. According to the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, admission fees
are fees charged for general access into a recreation site or area. User fees are
charged for use of specific facilities, programs or resources, some of which are within
a recreation site. For many of our visitors who possessed a Golden Eagle passport
or similar pass, this subtle distinction became a problem since these passports can
only be used for admission fees, but not for user fees. In response to public com-
ments identifying this concern, the Forest Service changed its policy and began to
accept the Golden Eagle passport for admission to all national monuments, national
scenic areas and national recreation areas on national forests participating in the
RFDP. Although this reduced collections, we felt it was an important customer serv-
ice improvement.

All of the participating agencies faced a number of other issues such as negoti-
ating regional and multi-agency entrance fees; questions about reasons for collecting
recreation fees; financing startup costs for new projects; cash management and em-
ployee safety; compliance regarding payment of fees; communicating with our visi-
tors; inequities within or among agencies; local community effects; agency liability;
project tracking systems; and gaining critical business and communications skills.
The agencies are jointly working to address these concerns as new projects are im-
plemented.
Legislative and Management Improvements

After almost 2 years of testing the RFDP, we have a number of suggestions for
how the fee program can be improved and strengthened. The President’s fiscal year
1999 budget assumes permanent legislative authority, which we strongly encourage
the Committees to consider. I will highlight a few of the significant improvements
and refer to the progress report for the detailed list of other suggestions.

VerDate 26-APR-99 12:50 Jun 09, 1999 Jkt 010199 PO 00000 Frm 00057 Fmt 6602 Sfmt 6602 E:\HEARINGS\47404 txed02 PsN: txed02



54

•Joint Agency Effort: Congress needs to clarify authority to provide for in-
creased joint agency efforts across Federal, state, and local jurisdictions in ad-
ministering the fee program. Specific statutory authorization could help clarify
the agencies’ authority to enter into multi-agency and multi-governmental fee
agreements, and how fees should be distributed under these agreements.
•Better Long Term Planning: Permanent authority could allow agencies to set
aside funds toward expensive backlog projects that could not be funded with
only 1 year’s revenue. Permanent authority would strengthen the agencies’ abil-
ity to enter into cost-sharing or other partnership arrangements that make
backlog reduction a cooperative effort.
•Base Level Appropriations: Congress should preserve the added value provided
by the fee demonstration by not offsetting appropriations with fee receipts
which would undermine local public support and agency incentives.
•Broadening the Demonstration Effort: The RFDP could be expanded to explic-
itly include recreation-related activities, such as ski area special use permits
and permits for outfitters and guides, which currently may be outside of the
scope of the RFDP.

Closing
Mr. Chairman, we agree that long-term implementation of the RFDP is desirable.

The interagency progress report highlights many successes on the ground since we
began implementing the RFDP and also draws to your attention several areas that
need improvement.

We will continue to evaluate during the testing period so that we may further ex-
plore ways to better administer this program.

We are pleased that overall visitor response has been generally positive. This pro-
gram represents a significant step toward improving customer services and recre-
ation facilities for those who visit our national forests.

This concludes my statement. We would be pleased to answer your questions.

STATEMENT OF PHILIP H. VOORHEES, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR FOR POLICY
DEVELOPMENT, NATIONAL PARKS AND CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, my name is Phil Voorhees. I
am Associate Director for Policy Development for the National Parks and Conserva-
tion Association, America’s only private, non-profit citizens organization dedicated
solely to protecting, preserving and enhancing the National Park System.

NPCA appreciates the opportunity to testify today on the issue of the fee dem-
onstration program. Since its initiation in 1996, the demonstration program has
proven valuable. It has brought more revenue into the national parks and has
begun to educate park managers about public acceptance of entrance and use fees,
options for fee collection, and collateral benefits and costs of increased fee collection.
The program has been dynamic in raising a variety of issues that Congress should
address once the program reaches its conclusion. Some of those issues include the
appropriate method of interagency revenue sharing, the appropriateness of specific
types of use fees, eventual fee caps, and distribution of revenues within the National
Park Service. It is our hope that between this hearing and the filing of the final
report on the progress of the program, this Committee will consider the issues iden-
tified below, adjust the program accordingly and make the authority permanent.
Public Acceptance of the Demonstration Program: Entrance Fees

The land management agencies’ Recreation Fee Demonstration Program Progress
Report to Congress notes that the demonstration program has met with generally
high levels of public acceptance for increased entrance fees to the national parks.
In 1995, prior to initiation of the program, NPCA conducted a national survey ask-
ing about the public’s acceptance of fee increases. Seventy nine percent of those sur-
veyed responded that they were not opposed to an increase from an average (at that
time) of $5 per carload for a visit of up to 7 days. In 1996, NPCA again conducted
a survey exploring the public’s willingness to pay specific levels of fee increases.
Based on per person, rather than per carload assessments, the 1996 survey showed
that 56 percent of respondents would support an increase of $5 per person, with
support gradually dropping to 20 percent as the increase rose to $10 per person.

The 1995 survey accurately predicted the general public support for fee increases.
The 1996 survey, however, should raise some questions for the National Park Serv-
ice and for Congress as the agency moves more aggressively into fee collection. The
question is how much is too much. Clearly, the public acceptance for fee increases
has limits. At many units of the park system, entrance fees have been doubled and
in some instances tripled. Yosemite’s fee, for example, climbed from $5 per car be-
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fore the initiation of the program to $20 per car. If the NPCA survey is any indi-
cator, the current fee levels may be approaching or may have already reached the
limit of what the public finds acceptable.

National Park Service fee revenues have grown under the program from $75.7
million in fiscal year 1994 to an estimated $142 million in the current fiscal year.
With 97 sites participating in the program, broadening the base of the fee program
(i.e. authorizing more units to participate) should be examined before any consider-
ation is given to raising entrance fees even further.
Public Acceptance: Use Fees

Unlike entrance fees, the new and elevated use fees established under the dem-
onstration program have received mixed reviews. The Grand Canyon Private Boat-
ers Association, testifying today, presents perhaps the most cogent examples of
where the National Park Service has already stepped some distance across the line
of public acceptance for fee increases. At the Grand Canyon, for private boaters, the
wait to get a slot on the Colorado River is as much as 8 years. NPS has instituted
a place-holding fee of $25 per year and a $100 application fee so that, on average,
private boaters would pay $300 before ever dipping an oar in the water. Additional
use fees apply once the boaters are on the river. While it is true that charging a
fee to wait in line thins the list of those who are less serious (or less patient) about
running the river, requiring $300 up-front, before ever experiencing the Colorado
and the Grand Canyon seems a little excessive.

Nonetheless, this and other examples of excess can and should be an active learn-
ing experience for the National Park Service as it explores the boundaries of public
acceptance of use fees. The demonstration program was well crafted, in that it al-
lows NPS and the other land management agencies to explore different opportuni-
ties and occasionally fail without penalty any venues, use fees are a new concept
both for the public and for the agency. As Congress evaluates the success of the pro-
gram and considers making the program permanent, it should pay careful attention
to examples like the Colorado River wait list fee and evaluate what kinds of fees
are acceptable to the public and what kinds are not.
Broadening the Scope of Fee Collection

The National Park Service is authorized to collect fees under the demonstration
program at 100 sites and currently collects at 97. Those 97 units include some that
had previously prohibited collection, like Cape Canaveral NS which now charges a
daily use fee. Other areas have discovered that, if appropriately applied, use fees
can have collateral benefits unrelated to revenue generation. When Glen Canyon
NRA established a fee at Lone Rock Campground, within 1 year assaults dropped
by 71 percent, disorderly conduct violations dropped by 88 percent, quiet hours were
enforced for the first time, littering decreased and family use of the campground in-
creased. Although it is unfortunate that the parks experience any crime, clearly the
fees assessed here have had a beneficial impact. In addition, smaller units, like
Cape Canaveral were able to generate supplemental revenues that proved useful in
addressing backlogged park needs.

In response, the Congress should consider expanding the program to all units of
the National Park System and extending the demonstration period for another 5
years. This expansion would allow the Park Service to explore further both the op-
portunities and pitfalls of fee collection, building a more accurate record of where,
what kind and what level fees are appropriate, while at the same time providing
parks with badly needed supplemental revenue. At the conclusion of an expanded
program, Congress would have a more accurate record to guide future decisions on
where, when, how and how much the public should be asked to contribute for use
of its park lands.
Distribution of Revenues Among Agencies and Within NPS

For the land management agencies, one of the most contentious aspects of the
demonstration program has been distribution of the revenues resulting from the
Golden Eagle passport. Purchase of the Golden Eagle passport allows free entry to
all fee areas across the land management agencies. Under the demonstration pro-
gram, the price for the Golden Eagle passport was raised from $25 to $50 in 1997,
resulting in an increase in total NPS revenues from $5.4 million to $9.6 million.
Currently, revenue from the sale of the passport is retained by the agency making
the sale. When sale of the passport is opened to third parties the calculus will be-
come far more complex, as none of the agencies will be directly selling at least some
portion of the passports. The fee demonstration program was specifically authorized
to spend the resulting revenues on projects visible to the fee paying public. As a
matter of equity, revenues should therefore be applied to the agencies based on their
share of fee-generating visitation.
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Within the Park Service, the level of revenues received at some of the ‘‘crown
jewel’’ parks matches or exceeds the total annual operations budget for those units.
Grand Canyon NP is the best example, generating $19.4 million in fee revenues in
fiscal year 1997, compared with an operations budget for that year of $14.6 million.
There are not many units in this category, but all of the high visitation units par-
ticipating in the program generate similarly high revenues. To advocates of a fee-
funded National Park Service, this presents a tempting target. Those advocates,
however, should realize that many of the most highly visited units also have the
most substantial backlog of maintenance and infrastructure needs. Not surprisingly,
visitation has a price. Grand Canyon NP alone has an infrastructure and mainte-
nance backlog exceeding $154 million. Even with an annual contribution of an addi-
tional $15 million (the park currently retains 80 percent of the revenues), it will
take Grand Canyon 10 years to address its outstanding maintenance project needs,
assuming future maintenance budgets meet the needs of the park and the backlog
does not grow. And Grand Canyon, like many other parks has substantial cultural
and natural resource protection needs as well.

Nonetheless, as Congress considers the success of the demonstration program as
it moves forward, it should consider the equity of high levels of supplemental reve-
nues flowing into the high visitation, crown jewel parks. Units throughout the sys-
tem suffer from similar problems of decaying infrastructure and delayed mainte-
nance. The demonstration program currently distributes 80 percent revenues to the
parks that collect the fees. The remaining 20 percent is distributed to the non-fee
demonstration units and is used to support the management of the national fee pro-
gram. As the need for additional studies (discussed below) emerge, Congress should
consider evening the distribution so that the less visited and non-fee units do not,
in effect, end up supporting the additional research and management of a program
that generates revenues disproportionately benefiting the high visitation crown jew-
els.
Additional Research Needs

When the National Park Service finished its plan for the demonstration fee pro-
gram, the Service made relatively heavy use of parks that already charged fees and
simply raised them. This avoided generating some of the controversy that the Forest
Service has experienced, but it also provided a narrower scope for the demonstration
program than could have been achieved. Before the Congress considers making the
program permanent, some additional research may be warranted to improve the
agencies’ level of understanding about the public’s willingness to pay for entry to
and use of parks supported by tax dollars.

In addition, little is known about the impact specific levels of fees have on the
inclination of people to visit the parks from specific demographic and economic
groups. The national parks are for all of us to enjoy and to learn from, no matter
the individual’s economic or social circumstance. Visitation figures since the initi-
ation of the demonstration program indicate that the increases have had little or
no impact on the public’s willingness to visit the national parks.

But as the Congress, the agency and the public becomes more comfortable with
higher entrance and use fee levels, we must remain always cognizant of the impact
that fee increases of any and all kinds have on Americans with limited means. Addi-
tional research would help delineate at what point fees become problematic for those
visitors and begin to affect adversely the demographics of park visitation. For both
issues—willingness to pay by the general public and impact of fee levels on eco-
nomic and demographic groups—the National Park Service should understand the
effect of its actions before proposing changes, rather than proposing changes and
evaluating the impacts after the fact. Acknowledging that research costs money, all
such research could be covered by the revenues generated by the existing dem-
onstration program.
Supplementing Appropriations Beyond Public Fees

A separate, but equally important concern for NPCA is the balance between as-
sessing fees for the public enjoyment of the national parks and collecting appro-
priate fees from concessioners and other private users of the national parks who
gain financial profit from their use of the parks. On Tuesday, this Committee con-
ducted a hearing on H.R. 2993 to apply fair market value-based fees to the produc-
tion of commercial photography and films in the national parks. For fifty years Hol-
lywood and Madison Avenue have leveraged the image of the parks to improve their
bottom line and have provided very little to the parks in return. It is our hope that
this Congress will move to correct this imbalance before it adjourns next fall. Simi-
larly, national park concessions reform has been on the agenda of each of the past
four Congresses and has yet to pass.
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Senator Bumpers has voiced his concern for the need for reform for two decades,
repeatedly introducing legislation to accomplish that reform. On this side, Chairman
Hansen has also expressed an interest and was helpful in addressing reform pro-
posals in the 104th Congress. Since 1965 and the passage of the Concessions Policy
Act, NPCA has been working and waiting for reform. When the last Congress was
discussing new fee authorities for the National Park Service, we were outspoken in
noting that fees should not be increased for the public before a more fair return to
the taxpayer was achieved from the businesses that profit from the park visitors
themselves. Any reform that Congress seriously attempts should increase the com-
petition for park concession contracts, should address the standing debt to the Fed-
eral Government in the form of possessory interest held by the concessioners and
should make the resulting revenues available to the parks themselves.

Our view on this issue has not changed with the passage of the fee demonstration
program. Before the conclusion of the demonstration program and the consideration
of implementing the experimental program on a permanent basis, Congress must
address and resolve the issue of concessions reform. Failing to do so would be pro-
foundly unfair to the park visitor and to the American taxpayer.
Conclusion

Thus far, the fee demonstration program has proven to be a success by almost
any metric. Fee revenues have increased 88 percent since fiscal year 1994; the appli-
cation of fees has shown some collateral benefits; and the participating parks have
begun to address their backlog of maintenance and infrastructure needs through the
new revenues, albeit at a very measured pace. But the program is still relatively
new and a broad variety of questions remain unanswered.

When fee proposals were discussed in the 104th Congress, many comparisons
were made between the cost of a visit to the fee collecting parks and the cost of
a variety of other forms of public entertainment. The comparisons provided an inter-
esting diversion but avoided addressing the central question of what defines an ap-
propriate fee for visiting the national parks and using the legally available re-
sources. National parks are not entertainment outlets comparable to Disney World
or the latest Hollywood blockbuster film. They serve a very different purpose, fo-
cused on education, inspiration and preservation for the future.

Given those differences, before the Congress moves toward permanent authority
for the National Park Service to set and adjust fees on its own judgment, it should
require a full analysis of how the NPS expects to use and develop its authority, how
it sees that fees will need to be adjusted in the next 10 years, and where (if any-
where) it intends to draw the line on fee collections for the National Park System.
Before Congress provides permanent authority similar to the demonstration pro-
gram, whether next year at the conclusion of the demonstration program, or after
an additional 5 year extension, the National Park Service should be asked to pro-
vide a coherent plan for the fee program, detailing where and when fees will be ap-
plied, at what level fees will be applied, how quickly and to what level fees will be
increased over time, and if there are any program types or areas that NPS or the
other agencies have learned from experience should remain free to the public.

Above all, when Congress moves to extend the demonstration program or make
the authorities permanent, it must reaffirm its intent that the resulting revenues
be provided to the parks and public lands as supplemental revenues, in addition to
the annual appropriations that the National Park Service and the other agencies
currently receive. Despite the impressive revenue performance of a small collection
of high visitation parks, the National Park System as a whole will never and should
never be asked to support itself with fee revenues. In the same 1995 survey, NPCA
asked respondents about their willingness to pay more in taxes to support the na-
tional parks. Overwhelmingly—79 percent—said they would. This is a strong indica-
tion of the value that Americans place on their tax-based financial support for the
national parks.

STATEMENT OF GAYLORD STAVELEY, VICE PRESIDENT, NATIONAL FOREST RECREATION
ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman, my name is Gaylord Staveley. I’m Vice President of the National
Forest Recreation Association. In our view, this oversight hearing on the Recreation
Fee Demonstration Program is much-needed and very timely. We thank you for the
opportunity to testify.

Our comments deal almost entirely with the Fee Demo program as it is operated
by the USDA Forest Service. NFRA, established in 1948, is a national association
of private-sector business owners or companies who construct and/or operate resorts,
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lodges, campgrounds, marinas, and pack stations for the use and enjoyment of the
public, under permits from the Forest Service. There are, by Forest Service count,
some 1,700 such businesses serving the National Forest system nationwide. Overall,
these businesses have a multi-billion dollar investment in structures, facilities and
equipment used to serve the visiting public. They contribute millions of dollars in
privilege fees to the Federal treasury every year.

NFRA’s interest in the Recreation Fee Demonstration Program springs from
harmful effects the program has, in its very first year, had on a number of those
private sector businesses, and our concern that those effects will continue if not
curbed.

We are also concerned about the effects of a permanently authorized Fee Demo
program on the safety and quality of national forest recreational experiences.

When in late 1996, Congress authorized the selection of Recreation Fee Dem-
onstration Program, it was as a three-year pilot project during which Federal land
management agencies could test new access and user fees at certain sites of their
choosing, to learn more about possible ways of reducing the size and scope of gov-
ernment while continuing to provide for the use and enjoyment of Federal lands.

By February 1997 even before the fee demo program had been implemented in
many locations, some proponents were describing it as being ‘‘highly successful.’’

At that same time, some wild interpretations and applications of the fee demo
concept were occurring in the field. Many Forest Service employees clearly consid-
ered the newer and higher fees ‘‘found money.’’ Despite the guidance provided with
the initial authorization, it appeared there was little consideration for what the
market would bear, or the effect of higher fees on local communities. Moreover, the
program impinged heavily on a number of private-sector businesses to whom the
Forest Service had issued concession permits.

At this point I want to emphasize that NFRA is not opposed to the Recreation
Fee Demonstration Area Program. In this time of limited appropriations, it may be
good for the agency to have more than one source of revenue. And certainly it is
not unfair to ask visitors to pay something for the use of a facility or amenity on
a national forest. What we object to are the abuses of this the program and the po-
tential for future abuses.

Fee Demo is being used to displace and subrogate concessioner oper-
ations, and in the absence of top-down administration and oversight, we
believe it will continue to be use that way.

There has, for some time, been a faction within the Forest Service that advocates
taking back the visitor services that have been concessioned out to the private sec-
tor, so those facilities could be operated directly by Forest Service personnel.

The notion of taking back the concessions initially arose from resentment at see-
ing private sector employees beginning to do forest-based jobs that had traditionally
been done by ‘‘green shirts,’’ i.e. Forest Service employees. Some of those Forest
Service employees continue to view Fee Demo as an income base for regaining those
jobs by taking back the job sites, and have begun using it that way.

During Fee Demo’s first year, we have seen it used as a take-back device in the
following ways:

The peremptory modification of current permits. The Forest Service eu-
phemism for this is ‘‘renegotiation.’’ When Forest Service officials withdrew the
Trinity Lake Recreation Area in California from an established campground
concession program, and indicated they intended to do the same thing at Lake
Shasta—and were stopped from carrying out that plan the Forest informed the
concessioner that the terms of the concession permit will be ‘‘renegotiated.’’
Other concessioners who questioned Forest Service interpretations of Fee Demo
have been told they are going to have the number of one-year renewals reduced
as a consequence, or that ‘‘if they make waves, they will be eliminated from the
forest.’’
Refusal to renew a permit that had in the past always been renewed.
Several months ago the permitter who had operated the Table Mountain Camp-
ground for many years simply disappeared. When we couldn’t find her we tele-
phoned the Forest Office administering her permit to ask how she might be con-
tacted. The Forest Service person on the other end of the line said ‘‘oh, we have
that campground now—fee demo, I think it’s called.’’ This occurred in a four-
forest complex the Forest Service calls the Enterprise Forest project where they
are doing what we consider to be ‘‘cherry picking’’ concessioned sites on four
urban national forests, taking back the higher-revenue sites.
Setting a new fee and taking the revenue from it, while shifting its re-
lated maintenance cost to a concessioner. In one situation we observed, the
Forest Service began charging visitors a fee for parking in a lot that has histori-
cally been free, while requiring a nearby concessioner—as a condition of a per-
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mit at a totally different location—to pay the costs of cleaning this Forest Serv-
ice parking lot, its toilets and trailhead.
Pressuring the concessioner to lower its fees so the Forest Service fee
will be more affordable. An alternate tactic has been to ask the concessioner
to raise its fees so a new or higher Forest Service fee will seem less drastic to
visitors. These tactics were used in connection with parking and boat launching.
Refusing for several years to allow a concessioner to raise prices, so
that he or she will abandon the permit; the Forest Service can then take
over the business ‘‘in the public interest.’’ One such situation has been going
on for 9 years.

A year ago, even as Fee Demo was being hailed a success, the Chief of the Forest
Service was finding it necessary to issue a letter to his Regional Foresters under
the subject: ‘‘Prohibition Against Displacement of Concessions Based on Recreation
Fee Demonstration Projects.’’

However, many Forest Service field employees ignore the Washington office. The
Chief’s letter notwithstanding, new instances of fee demo impingements on conces-
sioners continued to be reported throughout the summer of 1997.

By September, there was so much concern in the Senate that in a September 18,
1997, colloquy on the Senate floor, Senator Jon Kyl, a member of the Forests and
Public Land Management Subcommittee, noted that ‘‘as private permit terms ex-
pire, it appears that at some fee demo sites there is an intent to discontinue reliance
on the private sector for delivery of recreation goods and services.’’

Senator Larry Craig, also a member of that Subcommittee, then noted that Sen-
ator Kyl had identified a serious problem that is also occurring in Idaho. He noted
the development of a new Forest Service ‘‘Heritage Expedition’’ program that essen-
tially puts the agency into the outfitter-guide business.

Senator Slade Gorton, Chairman of the Senate Subcommittee on Interior and Re-
lated Agencies Appropriations, then stated that concessioner displacement was not
an intent of the fee demo program.

Near the end of the first session of the lO5th Congress, the 1998 Appropriations
Bill was nearly amended to reassert the parameters of fee demo. The Forest Service
opposed that amendment, on the grounds that ‘‘they don’t want to relinquish their
authority to take back concessions.’’
The Fee Demonstration Project is too new to receive permanent authoriza-
tion.

Not enough is yet known about the extent or manner that fee demo funds and
appropriated funds can be blended to assure the continued availability of safe enjoy-
able visitor services on the Federal lands. It may be that the fee demo concept
works better where there are gated chokepoints, as in national parks, than where
entry in predominantly uncontrolled, as in the national forests.

We need to learn more about what level of fees are reasonable: Clearly, the Forest
Service has a different view of reasonability than does the public—as evidenced by
the fact that in many instances the public objected to demonstration fees called
‘‘fair,’’ but did not object to them when they were lowered.

We need more assurance that demonstration fees will be used for resource protec-
tion and maintenance, and that they will not become a source of income for a Forest
Service ‘‘jobs program.’’

Demonstration fees on a per-vehicle basis fall unfairly on escorted groups, espe-
cially those in partially filled coaches and vans. When transportation, tour, or
ecotour companies must bypass national forests because of excessive fees, the public,
the tour companies, the forest based concessioners, and the adjoining rural econo-
mies are all adversely affected.

If the Administration was to renege on earlier promises and treat locally collected
fees as an appropriation offset, the Forest Service would be left with no other fund-
ing source for recreation and maintenance backlog reduction. We believe they would
then use Fee Demo authority as a license to extract as much money as possible from
visitors and concessioners, without regard for the effect on resource protection or the
ability of the private sector to afford quality service.

If Forest Service recreation management—under which the concession permit sys-
tem is administered—were required to operate solely on revenue from the Fee Demo
program, we are certain the number and type of Forest Service demands on its pri-
vate-sector permitters, already substantial, would increase further.

Many forest-based businesses are already being subjected to extraordinary finan-
cial or labor requirements as a condition for favorable consideration on issuance or
renewal of a permit. For the most part these requirements are not commensurate
with the term of the permit; they would have to be amortized against a longer per-
mit or a renewed permit—neither of which can be relied on.
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CONCLUSION
NFRA would like to see the Fee Demo program succeed, but we urge that it not

be permanently authorized at this time or without legislated direction.
The Forest Service is experiencing financial and staffing problems as well as a

huge maintenance backlog. More than ever, help from the private sector is needed.
The Fee Demo project was sold to the concessioner community on the basis that it
would provide new flexibility to the agencies and attract more private investment
to the improvement of recreational and visitor facilities and services on the public
lands. The effect thus far has been to discourage private investment at national for-
est permitted sites.

The Forest Service continues to compete against and undercut its concessioners
whenever and wherever it chooses to do so. The charge to be ‘‘entrepreneurial,’’ fed
by the fee demo program, is encouraging Forest Service employees to free-lance. One
Forest Service field officer told a concessioner ‘‘we don’t care what Washington says,
we’re going to do (fee demo) any way we choose.’’

The program needs more time to mature, and during that time it needs the over-
sight of Congress and the people who will be affected by it.

Late in 1997, consideration was given to amending the 1988 Appropriations Bill
to provide that:

Projects undertaken under the Recreation Fee Demonstration Program
shall not result in:
(a) the modification of a current concessioner authorization with-
out willing consent of the holder of such authorization;
(b) failure to renew, to extend, or to offer a new prospectus for an
existing concession authorization; or
(c) the displacement of an authorized concessioner operation.

We urge the adoption of that language, along with legislation that standardizes
and codifies the forest Service developed-site permit system and its developed-site
concessions policies and practices.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify in this very important matter.

STATEMENT OF JOHN BACHRACH, GRAND CANYON PRIVATE BOATERS ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman, thank you for this opportunity to share our thoughts on the Fee
Demonstration/Cost Recovery program implemented in 1997. We recognize the im-
portance of this issue to the huge population of people who cherish and seek to ac-
cess our public lands.

My name is John Bachrach and I have come from Flagstaff, Arizona to represent
the Grand Canyon Private Boaters Association. The boating public is one component
of the outdoor community. We are a 501C3 non-profit corporation that was formed
in 1996 to give a voice to private/non-commercial or self-guided river running popu-
lation who, until now have had no voice in NPS policy matters that affect the boat-
ing community.

Briefly I will outline the fees a person must pay in order to conduct or participate
in a private, self-guided river trip on the Colorado River. First, in order to be accept-
ed onto the Grand Canyon National Park’s wait list and secure a position on that
list you have to pay $100. Then to remain on this list until your turn has come up
you will have to pay $25 per year. The current wait is eighteen years so you will
pay a total of $450. When you are able to launch you will pay another $200 for that
privilege. You, and each participant in your trip will then pay $10 for entry into
the park, additionally each of you will be assessed $4 per night for every night you
spend in the park.

The current structure was implemented after the December 1996 Fee Demonstra-
tion and Cost Recovery Programs were authorized by Congress. River running fees
were raised 1200 percent with no public input.

The concept of paying fees at Grand Canyon National Park to recreate is not new
to non-commercial river runners, however the new fee program at Grand Canyon
National Park is inconsistent with other recreation and use fees on public lands. Be-
fore the Grand Canyon Private Boaters Association could support continued applica-
tion or further expansion and implementation of the fee demonstration program, we
would need to be assured that the program meets several important criteria. They
are as follows:

(1) Fees must be applied equitably and fairly to all persons, businesses and cor-
porate entities engaged in similar activities on America’s public lands
(2) Fees must not be used as a tool to limit access to Americas public lands or
waterways
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(3) Fees must be consistent in both their assessment and administration
As a group we are very concerned that the fee demonstration program does not

currently pass any of these fairness tests.
(1) In the case of Grand Canyon river running, fees are not presently applied fairly
to all users engaged in similar activities.

Most of our members, and private boaters that we have surveyed have no objec-
tion to paying their fair share of the parks operating costs, but in contrast to the
collected non-commercial fees, fees paid by commercial outfitters are not used to re-
cover the NPS’ management expenses. Outfitters pay franchise fees, and in the case
of the Grand Canyon, river outfitters pay into the Colorado River Fund. Neither of
these fees are used to offset river operations costs. Consequently, outfitted patrons
pay no fees directly to the park, thereby being insulated from the increased aware-
ness generated by direct contact with park staff and park needs.

Policy should be crafted that brings to all users greater awareness of the costs
involved with our public lands operations and would help instill a sense of participa-
tion, ownership and preservation among all users. Making sure commercial patrons
paid the same fees for the same kinds of uses as the self-guided could help to raise
awareness and would be fair.
(2) The imposition of fees apparently has been used as a tool to limit access for the
private boater in the Grand Canyon.

The Department of Interior’s press releases assured the public that they would
be involved in development of the fee demonstration program process, but, as far
as the Grand Canyon is concerned, not one public hearing was conducted before the
announcement and implementation of the new fee structure.

The sudden and enormous fee increase to the boating public by surprise and re-
sulted in slowing the growth rate of the parks wait list by 30 percent. In 1998, for
the first time in the history of Colorado river running, the total number of hopefuls
on the wait list declined by more than 1000 people out of 6000 did not renew their
names on the waiting list. If the point of raising the price was to discourage self-
guided use of the canyon, then the fee demo program has been a big success. The
long wait coupled with the high fees has nurtured the feeling amongst the river
community that the annual fee is actually a penalty meant to discourage them from
future participation.

Current and former NPS employees at Grand Canyon stated they felt fee dem-
onstration charges were being used to curb the growth of the Park’s private boating
wait list, and that park staff calculated an attrition rate of up to 30 percent for the
non-commercial boating wait list.
(3) The current fee demonstration program is inconsistent and unfair when compared
with other fee programs imposed upon public lands.

Comparing the use of public lands by cows to humans would seem ridiculous, but
everyone of us living in the west knows from simple observation that cows do far
more damage to public lands than do humans. Over grazing, by itself causes more
damage to the resources in question, than wilderness use by humans. And let’s not
forget the cows trampling of archeological sites. Boaters and hikers presently pay
$4 per night for every night they spend in the Grand Canyon, contrast that to the
cost of grazing a cow for a year on public lands. If grazing were to be assessed at
the same rate people are, it would cost $1460 to graze a cow for a year. Presently
it costs less than $10 for a cow to spend a year in the wilderness. Hikers and boat-
ers would be better off if they were treated equally to cows!

This comparison looks even more extreme when fitted into the larger picture that
includes annual fees for mining, logging and other resource consuming activities
that take place on public lands.

Additionally we are concerned with the classification of river running at GCNP
as a ‘‘special use,’’ and the precedent that ‘‘special use classification’’ may set for
other low impact, human-powered activities on public lands.

Because GCNP has classified non-commercial river running as a ‘‘special park
use’’ the park attempts to recover 100 percent of the costs of managing this use,
in contrast to other park activities which receive almost all their funding from the
parks general funds. ‘‘Special park uses’’ include activities that are outside of the
normal range of activities in a park, for example holding a wedding ceremony, or
filming a movie. Historically speaking, the first use of what eventually became
GCNP began with river running and a character named John Wesley Powell. A
river trip on the Colorado is a special experience, for sure, but, river running is defi-
nitely not outside the ‘‘normal range of activities’’ in the park, it is most definitely
not a special use.
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The Grand Canyon Private Boaters Association would like to encourage the dis-
tinguished members of this Committee and Congress to reexamine Federal funding
policies that make it necessary for our National Park system to resort to drastic and
sudden measures like the Cost Recovery/Fee Demonstration program imposed upon
non-commercial boaters and hikers at GCNP in order to survive and continue to
provide American’s and our visitors from all over the world access to these natural
treasures.

In closing before private boaters can support the fee demonstration program, we
need to be sure that a criteria for fairness is in place, we once again submit the
following as guidelines:

(1) Fees must be applied fairly to all users engaged in similar activities.
(2) Fees must not be used as a tool to limit access.
(3) Administration of fees must be consistently assessed across all resource
users.

We sincerely thank Rep. Hansen’s office for this opportunity present our perspec-
tive and we are sure you will give our thoughts consideration.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT F. (BOB) SMITH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM
THE STATE OF OREGON

Mr. Chairman:
The Endangered Species Act is the most powerful law in the country today. Its

impact on private property, economic production, and our standard of living is un-
precedented; because of its power, the enforcement of this law must be carefully
scrutinized. I commend you on your decision to hold this important hearing.

The total impact of the implementation of the Endangered Species Act is some-
times difficult to ascertain. We do know, however, that it has led to a greater reli-
ance on imported wood products, higher energy costs, restrictions on the use of our
nation’s waterways, and more rigid regulations on the use of private land. Ulti-
mately, my biggest concern about the Act is the emotional burden it places on hard-
working farmers who have been forced to deal with a question fundamental to their
very existence: will they have enough water to grow their crops and provide for their
families?

This is a critical aspect of the law that is too often overlooked. As Federal agen-
cies focus on the rigid regulations written to implement the Act, they often lose
sight of the fact that we are placing people’s livelihoods at stake over a biologist’s
judgment. This is an awesome responsibility. Do we cut off water to a farmer and
ruin his crops because one biologist believes that a lake ought to have six additional
inches of water in it? Or for an additional 50 cubic feet per second of flow in a river?
If such a decision is made, Federal agencies bear the burden of proof. Solid scientific
evidence must be driving these issues; too often it does not.

The listing of a species must contain two key components. First, we ought to have
rigid standards placed on the scientific evidence being used to support the listing.
The data should be collected using commonly-held scientific practices, peer reviewed
by a broad array of experts in the field, and closely scrutinized by agencies and af-
fected interests before being adopted. If the Federal agencies rush to judgment
under the threat of a lawsuit, the burden of proof to delist then falls on landowners.
This is wrong. It should be the agencies’ burden to prove that a species merits list-
ing, not a landowners’ burden to prove it does not. Second, there must be a com-
prehensive plan adopted that specifies realistic numerical targets for species recov-
ery. Without such a common understanding of the goals, how can landowners par-
ticipate in the species recovery? If they are forced to comply with an ever-expanding
list of Federal requirements and shifting standards, the Federal Government will
lose the most effective partner they have in the effort to save legitimately threat-
ened species.

When the Federal Government’s efforts degenerate into incrementalism and loose-
ly defined goals, the recovery of species will never be successful. If, however, we can
adopt a common understanding of the key issues that lay before us—principally, the
adherence to strictly scrutinized and peer reviewed science, and a detailed recovery
plan—we can make progress. The need to provide more stability to the victims of
misguided agency decisions requirethat we act to make this law better. I look for-
ward to working with my colleagues in the Congress to achieve this goal.

Mr. Chairman, thank you again for calling this very important hearing, and I look
forward to discussing this matter in greater detail with our witnesses.
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